October 20, 1971

When the Senate completes its busi-
ness tomorrow, it will stand in adjourn-
ment, under House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 429 until 11 am. on Tuesday, Octo-
ber 26, 1971.

Mr. President, the distinguished ma-
jority leader has asked me to state that
beginning on Tuesday nexf, there will
be plenty of work, long days and long
hours. The Senate will keep its nose to
the grindstone in its efforts to meet the
objective of adjournment by November
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15 or certainly not later than Decem-
ber 1, 1971.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
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4 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, October 21, 1971, at 12 o'clock noon.

NOMINATION
Executive nomination received by the
Senate October 20, 1971:
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Albert C. Hall, of Maryland, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Defense.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

With Thee is the foundation of life: in
Thy light shall we see light.—Psalms
36:9,

O Thou who art ever revealing Thyself
to Thy children and who dost seek to
guide the affairs of men in ways good for
all, deepen within us the sense of Thy
presence and lead us with Thy wisdom as
we set out upon the tasks of this day.

When our worries would weary us help
us to put our trust in Thee and not be
afraid. When the road is rough and the
going tough give us to know that Thou
art with us and that with Thee is strength
sufficient for our need. When the spirit is
willing and the flesh weak grant unto us
Thy grace that we may not stumble but
contirue steadfast unto the end.

O Thou source of light and hope draw
us and our Nation to Thee that we may
not wander from Thy way but may find in
Thee healing for our hurts, strength for
our day, and peace for our world. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 8629) entitled “An act to amend
title VII of the Public Health Service Act
to provide increased manpower for the
health professions, and for other pur-

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8630)
entitled “An act to amend title VIII of
the Public Health Service Act to provide
for training increased numbers of
nurses.'”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

CXVII——2331—Part 28

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

S. 215. An act to provide procedures for
calling constitutional conventions for propos-
ing amendments to the Constitution of the
United States, on application of the legisla-
tures of two-thirds of the States, pursuant
to article V of the Constitution; and

5. 748. An act to authorize payment and
appropriation of the second and third in-
stallments of the U.S. contributions to
the Fund for Special Operations of the
Inter-American Development Bank,

DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF
STATE TO FURNISH TO THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
CERTAIN INFORMATION CON-
CERNING THE ROLE OF OUR
GOVERNMENT IN THE EVENTS
LEADING TO AN UNCONTESTED
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION IN
SOUTH VIETNAM ON OCTOBER
3, 1971

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 632 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolutior as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 632

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is
directed to furnish to the Commitiee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives, not later than fifteen days following
the adoption of this resolution—

(1) all documents and other pertinent in-
formation available to him, including in-
struction sheets, relative to the conduct of
public opinion surveys which were financed
by the United States in South Vietnam and
concern the election scheduled for Sunday,
October 3, 1971, in South Vietnam;

(2) all documents and other pertinent in-
formation available to him relating to the
use by the authorities of South Vietnam,
with respect to that election, of radio and
television facilities financed by the United
States;

{3) all press releases by officials of the
United States in Saigon relating to that elec-
tion;

(4) all communications between officials
of the Governments of South Vietnam and
the United States relating to that election;
and

(6) all representations made to the par-
ticipants in that election by officials of the
United States concerning the desire of the
United States that the election be free and
contested.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
move to table this resolution. Although
I understand that the motion to table is
not debatable, I will yield briefly for the
sponsor of the resolution to make a
statement.

I will not debate the resolution myself.
The action of the committee and the re-
port of the committee speak for them-
selves. I will take a minute, however, fo
present some additional information.

I direct your attention to page 3 of
the committee report, the last two para-
graphs of Assistant Secretary of State
Abshire’s letter of October 8, which read
as follows:

The United States Information Agency has
informed us that the Joint United States
Public Affairs Office in Vietnam has not con-
ducted any polls or surveys, formal or in-
formal, concerning or involving the Viet-
namese election.

We have also sent a telegram to our Em-
bassy in Salgon reguesting further documen-
tation on these matters. I will be pleased to
forward these additional materials to you
when received.

The Department of State has received
additional information from Vietnam.

There were polls conducted that re-
lated to the forthcoming presidential
election in October 1970, November 1970,
January 1971, and February 1971. Copies
of these polls have been sent to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and they, to-
gether with the other documents which
have been supplied, are available for in-
spection by Members of Congress in the
Foreign Affairs Commititee room in the
Rayburn Building.

I believe that anyone who sees the
questions asked and the answers received
will not feel that they had any impact on
the results of the election or on the deci-
sion of any candidate not to run.

They asked whether people knew that
there was going to be an election. Over
60 percent did.

They asked what kind of man the peo-
ple wanted to see run in the election,

The two most popular qualities were—

First, that the candidates should be
virtuous, unselfish, and work hard; and

Second, that they should be willing to
do something for the people.

The voters were asked whether in the
last few weeks the Government of Viet-
nam had done anything they liked or ap-
proved of. Most of them said “No.”

Another question was whether the Gov-
ernment of Vietnam had done anything
they disliked or disapproved of. About
three-fourths of them said “No.”

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Secre-
tary of State is trying to cooperate with
the committee and the Congress, and has
been and is trying to dig out and make
available the information called for by
the resolution, except for communica-
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tions between the Government of the
United States and officials of the Govern-
ment of Vietnam. I do not see how diplo-
matic relations between governments can
be carried on if the classification of such
communications is not respected.

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York for debate only.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman of the committee for yielding
to me at this time.

Mr. Speaker, as the prineipal sponsor of
House Resolution 632 and House Resolu-
‘ion 638, resolutions of inquiry regarding
the U.S. role in South Vietnamese poli-
tics, I would like to explain briefly to the
House the reasons behind these resolu-
tions and the events which have taken
place since their introduction.

I introduced the resolutions with the
cosponsorship of 38 of our colleagues be-
cause of a conviction that the uncon-
tested presidential election in South Viet-
nam represented a basic failure in the
U.S. policy of providing the people of that
country with a fruly democratic form of
government.

The list of cosponsors follows:

CosponNsoRS oF HouseE RESOLUTION 632

Mr. Wolff (for himself, Mr. Abourezk, Mr.
Addabbo, Mr. Anderson of Tennessee, Mr.
Aspin, Mr, Badillo, Mr. Biaggi, Mr. Bingham,
Mr. Brasco, Mr, Burton, Mr. Carey of New
York, Mr. Dow, Mr. Gibbons, Mr. Gude, Mr.
Halpern, Mr. Jacobs, Mr. Karth, Mr. Leggett,
Mr, Mikva, Mr, Patten, Mr. Podell, Mr, Rees,
Mr. Roe, Mr. Rosenthal, and Waldie,)

CospoNsORS oF HoUsE RESOLUTION 638

Mr. Wolff (for himself, Mrs. Abzug, Mr,
Brademas, Mr. Drinan, Mr. Dellums, Mr.
Fauntroy, Mr. Helstoski, Mrs, Mink, Mr.
Mitchell, Mr. Moss, Mr. Ryan, Mr. Scheuer,
Mr, Stokes, Mr. Tiernan, and Mr. Koch).

No less an authority than Maj. Gen.
E. G. Lansdale, who served in Vietnam
and was sent to Vietnam on a presiden-
tial mission, said in a letter to me:

“Whoever is elected as President of Viet-
nam this year is going to need to know for
sure that the Vietnamese people want him
as their leader.” My Vietnamese friends
agreed wholeheartedly with this—ineclud-
ing some who have been part of the Thieu
Adminjstration, Most of them went on to
stress rather emotionally that an honest elec-
tion is the only thing that will save their
country in the long haul. They go on to
point out that with U.S. encouragement,
Thieu is sewing up the electoral machinery,
although he really isn't that skillful politi-
cally and has left big gaps which a com-
petent opponent could use and still win,
Several of these Vietnamese also predicted
that Thieu would win and that this would
lead to his violent overthrow, probably in
1973 if not in 1972, since he would win in

ways that would disgust large and signif-
jeant segments of the Vietnamese population.

It was the intention of the resolutions
to determine to the fullest extent possi-
ble the actual U.S. role in the no-contest
election so that those of us here in the
Congress would be best able to discharge
our responsibilities regarding the con-
duct of U.S. policy in Indochina. We were
especially concerned with the reports
that President Thieu had made political
use of U.S.-financed public opinion polls
and broadcast facilities.

I show you a story in the New York
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Times, Tuesday, February 2, under the
byline of Gloria Emerson, and I quote:

National surveys of Vietnamese public
opinion, which are prepared and analyzed by
the United States mission here, are being
used to assist President Nguyen Van Thieu
in his re-election campaign this year. A 26-
year-old pacification worker who asked that
his name be withheld, saild “some of the spe-
cial questions in these surveys are designed
to insure the re-election of President Thieu."
It is not known how many Vietnamese an-
swered the special questions, nor what the
results were. They are classified “secret” at
the Clvil Operations Agency headquarters
here. One pacification worker said that he
had been told by an important member of
the pacification studles group that Ambas-
sador Colby, on seeing the results of the
November survey, marked them with a red
pencil “not for dissemination.” This means
the results are not to be made avallable
to Americans working for the agency in
South Vietnam. The results, however, of
the surveys are made known to the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam. *Thieu asked
Colby to send out the teams to make a study
of the people’s feelings toward the 1971 Presi-
dential election so that Thieu would know
where his strong points were and where he'd
have to arrange something (like quickly
appointing new officlals) which would make
sure that he'd come out ahead in a given
area.” Mr. Winslow, a pacification official,
wrote in his letter dated December 24, 1970:
“I asked, ‘You mean, the U.8. has decided
to use its resources to assure Thieu's re-
election?' " The answer was “Yes, it has been
decided at the very highest levels that Thieu's
re-election Is essential to the natlonal inter-
est of the U.8.”

I have in my hand a sworn statement
of another former CORDS pacification
officer of our AID team and I quote from
this in reference to the story that ap-
peared in the New York Times:

I can personally attest to its accuracy.
Months before it appeared, I was told by the
men who ran these surveys at the CORDS
MACV Pacification Studies Group in Saigon
that the only Vietnamese officials permitted
to see the new political surveys were in the
presidential office. The political survey re-
sults were for the eyes of Thieu supporters
only.

Since the resolutions were introduced
the Department of State has indicated it
will make much more information avail-
able regarding the U.S. role in the South
Vietnamese election. Much of this mate-
rial is included in the reports on the
resolutions. Among the items is a de-
classified version of testimony delivered
to an executive session of the Foreign
Affairs Committee by Marshall Green,
Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs.

‘While, Mr, Green, whom I respect, was
generally responsive to the resolutions
on behalf of the Department of State,
adequate answers were not provided as
regards items 4 and 5 of the resolution.

However, the distinguished chairman
of the Foreign Affairs Commifttee, Mr.
MorcaN, who has been most cooperative,
and the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Asian and Pacific Affairs, Mr. GaL-
LAGHER, have advised me that hearings
will be held during the first week of
November to gather more complete in-
formation on the U.S. role in the South
Vietnamese no-contest election.

Mr. Speaker, may I have your at-
tention. I ask for confirmation of the
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fact that hearings will be held in the first
week of November by the subcommitiee
of the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
GarracHER) regarding the obtaining of
further information on the Vietnamese
election.

Mr. MORGAN. I believe that is correct.
I met with the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. GarracHER) and I am sure the
gentleman agreed to that.

Mr. WOLFF, I thank the chairman.

Pending those hearings I have advised
the chairman and the cosponsors of my
resolutions that I would not object to
a motion today to table the resolutions.
I naturally reserve the right to reinstigate
action on this matter of Vietnam elec-
tions at a later date if, for any reason,
the November hearings and subsequent
events do not provide the Members with
adequate information on this very impor-
tant matter.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. Aszue).

Mrs, ABZUG, Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the chairman for recognizing me,
late though it is, just as our discussion
of this issue is late, since it is postelec-
tion instead of preelection, as called for
in my original resolution of inquiry on
the subject. Unfortunately, we never had
the opportunity to debate that item.

This great election, which was held in
South Vietnam, which is the subject of
this resolution of inquiry, was recently
referred to by Governor Reagan of the
State of California as comparable to the
reelection of George Washington in this
country, This comment would be amus-
ing if the whole Vietnam situation were
not so ghastly.

It is interesting to note that as we sit
here very quietly, unconcerned with the
role of America in that election, that for
3 days young people in South Viet-
nam have been demonstrating in the
streets in opposition to that election.

It is also interesting to note that this
House has not yet received full infor-
mation on this nonelection.

I want to make something very clear
to the House and to the members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee. A resolution
of inguiry intends that there be made
available to the total House, facts which
are relevant to the duties of the Mem-
bers in representing their constituents.

I set up a briefing by the State De-
partment on the issue of communica-
tions between our State Department and
our representatives in Vietnam, and be-
tween our representatives in Vietnam
and the participants in that election. In
the course of that briefing, representa-
tives of the State Department stated that
they would not and could not make
available to us the contents of any com-
munications concerning those elections.

I say the Congress has the right to
know. I say that it is necessary to the
purpose for which we are sent here by
our constituents. I say we need these
facts to be able to represent them in the
formulation of and carrying out of po-
litical policy by the Government of the
United States. We cannot do that in a
proper or a responsible manner if the
executive branch refuses to tell us what
it is doing in the name of our Nation.
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According to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Worrr) and the chairman of
the Foreign Affairs Committee the State
Department still takes the position it does
not believe it has to inform this Con-
gress about its communications to our
representatives in Saigon and the com-
munications between our representatives
and the candidates. It has delivered
papers and the chairman (Mr. MORGAN)
says it will hold hearing on matters in
the resolution, except on those communi-
cations.

Despite the fact that the whole world
knows as well as we do that it was a non-
election and a rigged election, the Gov-
ernment of the United States has yet to
admit that this election was wrong and
fraudulent and that we should disavow
the Thieu government. In fact, we are
sending Mr. Connally, our Secretary of
the Treasury, to be present at the in-
auguration of General Thieu. I do not
know what he is bringing to Saigon. Per-
haps it is Mr. Nixon's new economic
policy. But, in any case, he should not
be attending in our name after a rigged
election which was a fraud not only upon
the people of Saigon but also upon the
people of the United States. It is our
citizens—American citizens—who are
still being forced to continue this war
without this body getting the kind of in-
formation that it needs in order properly
to reach a position, to act on it and to
represent the people by debating it and
voting on it.

Based on my reading of the report of
the committee and the information from
the chairman, I submit that the Mem-
bers of this body are in no better position
to discharge their responsibilities to their
constituents by virtue of any information
which we have received from the State
Department. Based on my experience, I
doubt that the State Department will
give us any information in the upcoming
hearings. The sad truth is that in voting
to table the pending resolution, as in fail-
ing to obtain a clear vote on the Mans-
field amendment yesterday, this House
is continuing in its failure to exert itself
toward setting a date for complete with-
drawal of our forces from Vietnam. We
are failing to keep informed the people
in this country who want so overwhelm-
ingly to get out of Vietnam. We are fail-
ing to let them know about the election
frauds that have taken place.

I will vote against the motion to table
and I will reserve the right to bring on
a resolution of inguiry seeking these and
other facts that I feel this Congress of
the United States must have.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Havs).

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I do not need
2 minutes. I listened to the remarks of
the genflewoman from New York (Mrs.
Apzuc) who seems to be an expert on
fraudulence of the election in South
Vietnam. I wonder if she is equally ex-
pert on how honest the elections in
North Vietnam are.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the resolution on the table.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania,
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The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF
STATE TO FURNISH TO THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
CERTAIN INFORMATION CON-
CERNING THE ROLE OF OUR
GOVERNMENT IN THE EVENTS
LEADING TO AN UNCONTESTED
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 1IN
SOUTH VIETNAM ON OCTOBER 3,
1971

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 638 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res. 638

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is
directed to furnish to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives, not later than fifteen days following
the adoption of this resolution—

(1) all documents and other pertinent
information available to him, including in-
struction sheets, relative to the conduct of
public opinion surveys which were financed
by the United States In South Vietnam and
concern the election scheduled for Sunday,
October 3, 1971, in South Vietnam;

(2) all documents and other pertinent
information available to him relating to the
use by the authorities of South Vietnam,
with respect to that election, of radio and
television facilities financed by the United
States;

(3) all press releases by officials of the
United States In Saigon relating to that
election;

(4) all communications between officials
of the Governments of South Vietnam and
the United States relating to that election;
and

(5) all representations made to the par-
ticipants in that election by officials of the
United States concerning the desire of the
United States that the election be free and
contested.

Mr. MORGAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be considered as read,
since this is an identical resolution to the
one we just disposed of. It was filed 14
days later. I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the resolution on the table.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

THE LATE HONORAEBLE SAM
RUSSELL

(Mr. BURLESON of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, it is with sadness and regret that I
announce the death of my immediate
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predecessor in the Congress, the Honor-
able Sam Russell of Stephenville, Tex.

As I look at the present membership
here today I find only a comparative few
who served with Judge Sam Russell—
but those who did will no doubt remem-
ber him as a man with strong convic-
tions and with courage to support those
convictions. You will remember him as
one of the most dedicated men who ever
held this high and responsible position.
He was thoroughly dedicated to his coun-
try, to his State and to the people he
represented.

I was associated with Judge Russell
here in his office for a brief time in the
early months of World War II. He be-
came my mentor and in fact, we decided
then that when the war was ended and if
I were in the position to offer as a can-
didate for this House seat, he would want
to retire and return to his law practice in
Texas. This is what oceurred. Judge Rus-
sell voluntarily retired at the close of the
79th Congress, after having rendered 6
vears of distinguished service.

Prior to his election to Congress Judge
Russell had a remarkable career. He
served his Nation with commendations
in the famed 46th Machine Gun Division,
U.S. Army in World War 1. Afterwards
the people of Erath County elected him
as their county attorney and later as dis-
trict attorney. After 4 years in this of-
fice he became district judge of the 29th
Judicial District and from that position
came to the U.S. Congress.

Judge Sam Russell was recognized for
his ability in jurisprudence and was im-
mediately assigned to the prestigious
Committee on the Judiciary where he
made great contributions.

Former Congressman Sam Russell was
blessed with a lovely family. He is sur-
vived by his wife, Lorena, and two daugh-
ters, Laverne and Mary Louise. To them
I extend a deep sympathy. May they re-
ceive the Lord’s blessing to comfort them.
They have the memory of a devoted hus-
band and father and I know this is a
source of solace fo them. The friends and
associates of Sam Russell are benefici-
aries of inspiration from his noble char-
acter. His integrity stands as an example
for all of us who knew him—as an in-
dividual, as a-public official, and as a ded-
icated citizen.

It seems to me that just about the most
that can be said of anyone is that he was
a good man. This was Judge Sam Russell.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I am glad to
yvield to the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I must say
that I am very saddened to listen to the
announcement by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas of the passing of my
dear friend from Texas, Sam Russell.

Mr. Speaker, I was one of those, along
with the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ManoN), the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. HEBerT) , the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BURLESON) , and the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. ABERNETHY) who served
with Sam Russell. I remember him very
well, I must say that I agree completely
with the description of the gentleman
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from Texas (Mr. BurLESON) of the type
of Member Sam Russell was, He was a
dedicated, hard-working public servant.
He made friends; a great many friends.

If T remember correctly, he left here
voluntarily to be succeeded by Mr.
Burreson, The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BurrLeson) has always spoken so
highly of him and I was always very
pleased that he did so.

Having served with Sam Russell, I re-
member him with great affection and I
extend to those who survive him my
deepest sympathy.

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I thank the
majority leader for those kind remarks.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, as one of
those who had the privilege of serving
with the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Russell, I join in expressing my sympathy
to his bereaved family.

1 was saddened when I learned of the
death of this fine man., He was indeed
an outstanding Member of this House
during the time he was privileged to be
here. He was a hard-working, dedicated
American, a true public servant, an indi-
vidual who always gave of his best. He
was one of the most sincere persons I
have ever known. He was an outstanding
Member and I am sorry to learn that
he has passed away.

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I thank the
distinguished minority whip for his kind
remarks.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I wish to
join the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Burreson) in paying tribute to the mem-
ory of Sam Russell. He was a rugged
American. He was a stanch friend of his
fellow man, He was in every sense of
the word a good man. He was devoted to
the Nation’s welfare. He brought credit
to his district and the State of Texas as
a legislator.

He made an imprint here which has
been remembered through the interven-
ing years since he served in this body.
He was my warm personal friend for
whom I had great respect and admira-
tion.

Mr, Speaker, I wish to join in tribute
to his memory and extend my deepest
sympathy to the surviving family of this
distinguished Texan.

Mr, BURLESON of Texas. I thank
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for his kind
remarks.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, Speaker, I want to
join with those who have preceded me in
paying tribute to Sam Russell.

I was one of the few who were here
when he came to the Congress and
fondly remembered him after he left.

Mr, Speaker, in the days when he was
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in this House, he became close to all of
the Members. He was a dedicated indi-
vidual, an excellent legislator and a
typically fine man. Anything further
which I could say would be repetitious
to those things that have already been
said about this gentleman at this time.

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I thank the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services for his remarks.

Mr. ABERNETHY. 1" . Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I yiell to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join with my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr, BURLESON),
in paying tribute to Sam Russell who in
my judgment was one of the finest men
to ever come to this body. I knew him
exceedingly well. I knew him as a friend
and as a dedicated Representative of the
people from the State of Texas, He was
a great American.

I think the one thing that has been
said this morning that describes Sam
Russell the best perhaps was said by our
colleague, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, MasoN) when he described Sam
Russell as a rugged American. Indeed he
was rugged. He was not rough. He was
courteous, he was kind but was aggres-
sive, thorough, and constructive and a
very forthright person, I am saddened to
learn of his passing. Our country has
lost a very fine citizen.

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. I thank my
friend, the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great regret that I learn of the passing
of a former colleague and close friend,
Sam Russell. Judge Russell and I came
to Congress at the same time in January
1941. There are not many of us left. It
was a privilege and a constant inspira-
tion to serve with him. I recall him as a
very able and dedicated public servant—
a man of great energy and a man whose
friendship I was proud to enjoy. He
served very capably on the Judiciary
Committee and on the Committee on the
District of Columbia. To both of these he
gave dedicated and conscientious atten-
tion.

I extend to his family my deep sym-
pathy and condolences.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I was
shocked and grieved by the sad news of
the death of Sam Russell. He was elected
to Congress in 1941 and served for 6 years
before he voluntarily retired because the
Washington climate was not agreeable
with him. During his tenure here he was
on the Judiciary Committee, where his
vast storehouse of legal knowledge was
put to good use. He had previously served
as a prosecutor and on the bench.

Mr. Russell was in many ways an
extraordinary man. He was fiercely pa-
triotic. He was a student of the law and
of government. To him honor and in-
tegrity came first. In the House he was
courageous, alert, and worked hard in the
search for solutions of the big problems
that came along. In that respect he made
many valuable contributions. The Nation
was better off because he cerved here. He
was in truth and in fact a great Amer-
jcan.
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To me Sam Russell was a personal
friend. When he and his family lived
here we were neighbors, and enjoyed
many pleasant social visits. He was al-
ways affable, friendly, cheerful, and
interested in the welfare of others. To
Mrs, Russell and the two daughters I
extend my deepest sympathy in their
bereavement.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
during which to extend their remarks
on the life and service of the late Hon-
orable Sam Russell.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

UNPRECEDENTED ACTION BY HEW
IN CLOSING DRUG TREATMENT
FACILITY

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to report to the House a precipitate ac-
tion taken by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare which is just al-
most incredible. On Friday, October 8,
while a House-Senate conference com-
mittee was debating the future of a fa-
cility treating drug addicts, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
ordered the facility summarily closed by
nightfali, and all 92 patients sent home.

These were patients committed under
the Narcotics Addiction Rehabilitation
Act. Some of them had been committed
in lieu of prosecution. None of them had
completed their treatment. None of
them, according to the doctors treating
them, were ready for release at the time
they were summarily sent home.

Mr. Speaker, I shall enter into the
record a report on what happened to
some of these people. Since that time
investigators for a House committee
have been inquiring, and I am sure that
somewhere in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare there is some
administrator who might have a pass-
ing interest in the fact that a former
drug pusher from New Orleans whom he
let loose is now pushing drugs again on
the streets of New Orleans.

He might also be interested in the sad
tale of the poor fellow who was sent
back to Las Cruces, who was involved
in a wreck, attacked his probation offi-
cer, and then wound up pleading to be
put back in somewhere before he got in
any more trouble.

These are only two of many illustra-
tions. They are far from isolated ex-
amples. I invite the attention of my col-
leagues to the material which I shall de-
velop for the record later in today's pro-
ceedings.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE SUMMARILY
CLOSES NARCOTICS TREATMENT
FACILITY

(Mr, BOGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to commend the gentleman from
Texas (Mr., WrigHT), for the statement
he has just made. To me it is in compre-
hensible that without notice the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
has closed this hospital. I attended a
meeting at the White House some time
ago, the announced purpose of which was
to set up a national program to do some-
thing about narcotics addiction in the
United States. Maybe that program is
going forward, if it is, I know nothing
about it, but there are only two hospitals
solely for the purpose of the treatment of
drug addiction; there is one in Fort
Worth, and one in Lexington, Ky. At the
Fort Worth hospital there were a number
of addicts from all over the country, and
there were a particularly large number
of addicts from my home city of New
Orleans, where I understand there are
now some 6,000 drug addicts.

In addition to that, and even more
difficult to understand is the fact that
the Congress voted here specifically when
the appropriation was up for HEW to
increase the funds for the public health
service hospitals in this country and
instructed the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare not to close these
hospitals.

Frankly, I do not know what is
happening. If we are determined to fight
drug addiction, we must have facilities
in which these people can be treated.

In one breath to be attending a White
House conference on drug addiction with
a lot of fanfare and in the next breath
for the administration to be closing one
of the two existing hospitals simply does
not make sense to me.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I share the
gentleman’s concern as he knows and
as he stated, this House passed a resolu-
tion that these facilities not be closed
and now we hear of 92 people being
turned out, with the knowledge and ap-
proval of Dr. Jerome Jaffee, the Presi-
dent’s special assistant on drug abuse.

Unfortunately, in view of the current
problem of drug addiction and an-
nouncements by the President about
mounting a program against drug ad-
diction in this Nation, it is shocking and
unbelievable that this could happen and
the Congress ought to take some action.

Mr., BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, this is a
direct violation of an act of Congress, as
I reiterate, just a few weeks ago.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I share the
¢entleman’s concern about this unwar-
ranted Jdeparture from the stated intent
of the Congress in trying to provide nar-
cotic addicts with places for treatment.
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An offshoot of this effort is the deter-
mined effort by the Office of Management
and Budget through the HEW to close
the public health service hospitals lo-
cated throughout this country that have
been serving merchant seamen, Coast
Guardsmen and their dependents, active
and retired military personnel and their
families and other Federal Government
employees for 173 years. They are mak-
ing a determined effort to close these
hospitals. This recommendation is ex-
tremely damaging and particularly diffi-
cult to understand when we consider that
this Congress, and I believe this admin-
istration are really concerned about
training additional medical doctors to
serve the people of this Nation.

These hospitals are a vital part of that
training.

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman,

DRUGS

(Mr. ROGERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I also am
concerned about another problem on the
drug scene and that is the pressure that
is evidently now being put on the Food
and Drug Administration to have metha-
done identified as a new drug despite the
lack of evidence that it is effective in
actually curing drug addiction.

When we first looked at methadone we
hoped it might be the answer to heroin
addiction, but the more we see of metha-
done, the larger and larger the problem
becomes.

It is not the answer and I feel it is a
grave error for the Federal Government
to give its official stamp of approval on
methadone as a new drug. It should be
continued in the investigational status
where strict control can be maintained
over it.

Right now we have too many people
dispensing this; some 300 are licensed in
this even in the investigational stage and,
actually, there are probably two or three
times that number dispensing the drug,
We do not know how many people are
being given this drug. It is estimated that
there are between 30,000 and 50,000 peo-
ple in this Nation.

These people are maintaining people
in a state of addiction. They are not giv-
ing us information which is usually re-
quired of investigators of investigational
new drugs. They are simply giving it out
to people,

Also, I am very much concerned that
the young men in Vietnam coming back
may be made addicts on methadone in-
stead of heroin.

I am afraid that the American public
is being misled into thinking that metha-
done is the answer to the problem of ad-
diction. It has not been found to be a
cure for addiction.

VIETNAM—SUPPORT FOR
WITHDRAWAL MOUNTS

(Mr, ADDABBO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr, Speaker, yester-
day the House of Representatives re-
jected a motion to instruct the House
conferees on the military authorization
bill to oppose a Senate-passed amend-
ment calling for total troop withdrawals
from Vietnam following the release of
U.S. prisoners of war and the commence-
ment of cease-fire negotiations. That ac-
tion by the House and the prior vote
narrowly defeating the previous question
was a historic and dramatic shift in this
Chamber’s attitude on the Vietnam war.

The antiwar feeling and the frustra-
tion over the continuing delays in ending
our commitment in Southeast Asia have
increased year by year until now the
House has the opportunity to write the
final chapter of this tragic account of
escalation, death and misery. As I have
before, I voted yesterday against the pre-
vious question and against instructing
our conferees in the hopes that the
amendment offered by Senator Mans-
FIELD in the other body will be adopted
by the Congress as a reasonable position
on troop withdrawal.

Those votes yesterday were technical
and clouded by parliamentary procedures
not known to most Americans. That is
unfortunate and consequently those
actions did not really constitute a test of
the real position of the House of Repre-
sentatives on the issue of troop withdraw-
al. For those reasons, I urge my col-
leagues in the House who will serve as
conferees on the military authorization
bill to either yield to the Senate-passed
language on this question or at the very
least to bring the guestion back to the
full House of Representatives for a direct
vote.

I believe the time has finally come when
all the frustrations and all the rhetoric
about the pursuit of peace will make a
difference and the House will stand up
and say once and for all “end the war.”

AMTRAK'S EXPENSIVE LOBBYING

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. VANIE. Mr, Speaker, this morn-
ing my office received a news release
from the Office of the Secretary of Trans-
portation announcing that Secretary
John A. Volpe is today asking Congress
to authorize an additional $170 million
for Amtrak, the National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation.

It is interesting that today’'s Washing-
ton Post carried a full page ad Amtrak
entitled, “Amtrak. We're Making the
Trains Worth Traveling Again—All we
ask from you is a little patience.” A simi-
lar ad appeared in this morning’s New
York Times and last night's Evening
Star.

Secretary Volpe's press release makes
it clear that Amtrak is asking for more
than a little patience. It is asking for
$170 million in addition to the $40 mil-
lion Federal grant given in October
1970—a total of $210 million in outright
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grants and $100 million in loan guaran-
tee

S.

I have checked with the three news-
papers in which these full page ads ap-
peared and the cost to Amtrak of just
these three ads appears to be about $15,-
000.

I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
Amtrak would not need to consume so
much of the taxpayer's money, if it cut
down on the number of its ads, which are
s0 clearly directed at influencing pend-
ing legislation.

FULTON APPLAUDS DR. SUTHER-
LAND—NOBEL PRIZE WINNER

(Mr. FULTON of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks, and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, it is with the greatest pleasure
that I call to my colleagues’ attention
the high honor last week awarded Dr.
Earl W. Sutherland, Jr., professor of
physiology at the Vanderbilt University
School of Medicine, and 1971 recipient
of the Nobel Prize in medicine and
physiology.

Dr. Sutherland, who for the past 25
yvears has served this Nation and man-
kind as a medical researcher and has
worked since 1963 on the Vanderbilt
Medical School staff, will receive his
high international award for discovery
of the body cell chemical cyclic adenyl-
ate—cyclic AMP—a missing link in the
chain of biological control mechanisms.

He will formally accept the honor, and
the accompanying $88,000 cash prize in
Stockholm, Sweden, December 10, on the
anniversary of Swedish Chemist/In-
ventor Alfred B. Nobel’s death. Nobel,
discoverer of dynamite, established the
prize to encourage the work of those in-
terested in furthering humanity.

Dr. Sutherland was humble upon
learning that his research had earned
him the prize. He sald:

I guess I am a slow worker—it has taken
me 25 years to do this.

Praise, however, has not been slow
coming to Dr. Sutherland; in recent
years he has accepted at least six major
honors for his studies, including the
Gairdner Foundation Award—Canada’s
“Nobel Prize”—and the American Heart
Association’s lifetime career investigator
post—one of only 13 to achieve this.

The importance of the cyclic AMP
discovery can be understood in this ex-
planation given by Dr. Sutherland:

Cyclic AMP mediates the action of about
half of the hormones of the body and the
other half of the hormones are released by
Cyclic AMP—so in one way or another, all
hormones are affected by it.

Early results indicate the chemical can
kill certain types of cancer cells, and can
contain the growth of others.

Dr. Sutherland has proven himself a
pioneer, succeeding, accomplishing, en-
couraging others to join him in his re-
search accomplishments. He points with
pride to the fact that though when he
started his studies, only two or three
were doing similar work, at the present
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time some 2,000 scientists worldwide are
following up his efforts.

I am sure my House colleagues join
me in offering warmest congratulations
to Dr, Sutherland, his family, and Van-
derbilt University. His selection means a
proud day for Nashville, and for
America.

THE SURGEON GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES

(Mr. HALL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, apropos the
order closing the narcotic treatment fa-
cility in Texas per remarks of our col-
leagues, it would be very difficult to ra-
tionalize why any organizafion, any de-
partment or branch of Government would
close such facilities as these of the U.S.
Public Health Services at the same time
that the Congress is legislating into law
additional help for people in the ghettos
and in the deprived areas of the cities,
and those who are disadvantaged and
need quality medical care, especially for
rehabilitation or treatment of drug de-
pendency.

However, Mr. Speaker, I want to point
out that in a sense the Congress itself
may be responsible for this sad state of
affairs, because for far too long we have
degraded the Surgeon General of the
U.S. Public Health Service, who by
statute is the Surgeon General of the
United States. We and our committees
have stood idly by, basically, Mr. Speaker,
and allowed the bleeding heart, the social
worker, the patronage appointee, and
others to preside over the demise of the
oldest form of interstate and interna-
tional health care, that of the U.S. Pub-
lic Health Services.

In a word, we have allowed the physi-
cists, the Ph. D.’s, the nonprofessionals,
and the social workers to make profes-
sional decisions within the realm of Gov-
ernment instead of the professional of
the U.S. Public Health Service Commis-
sioned Officer Corps. I first warned of this
planned demise before the committee
having oversight, surveillance and juris-
diction in 1965. It is in the hearing record
and I would be willing to wager that it
was the Department, and not the head
of the Commissioned Officers Corps, U.S.
Public Health Service that issued the
order.

SENTIMENT OF THE HOUSE ON THE
CHINA QUESTION

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous madtter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, a week ago,
a bipartisan group of Congressmen pre-
sented to President Nixon a petition
signed by 337 Members of the House of
Representatives, which included the
leadership of both parties.

The petition read as follows:

We, the undersigned Members of Con-
gress, are strongly and unalterably opposed

to the expulsion of the Republic of China
from the United Natlons.
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The Department of State and the U.S.
mission to the United Nations have been
apprised in detail of this action. Repre-
sentatives of the group have also ex-
pressed a willingness to deliver the signed
statement to Ambassador Bush at the
U.N. in order to strengthen U.S. efforts
in behalf of the Republic of China.

In the meantime, it is intended that
the views of this overwhelming majority
in the House—representing almost 180
Americans—in support of Nationalist
China be brought to the immediate at-
tention of the member nations of the
U.N. through the State Department and
the U.S. mission to the U.N.

It should now he clear to all govern-
ments that Congress views the status
of Free China as a serious and most im-
portant question.

It is also worthy of note that many of
the 337 Members who signed the petition
to the President have expressed serious
concern over the present level of fund-
ing provided by the United States to the
U.N. There is strong feeling that the tax-
payers of America are being called upon
to provide much more than a fair share
of the costs of the U.N. The procedures
involved in the disposition of such serious
matters as the China question do not
strengthen congressional confidence in
the U.N.

Mr. Speaker, I make this statement on
behalf of the House Members who were
designated to deliver the House petition
to President Nixon.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 9844,
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION, 1972

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
9844) to authorize certain construction
at military installations, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers be
read in lien of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a call
of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 310]
Evins, Tenn.
Flynt
Foley
Gallagher
Gray
Hagan
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Hicks, Mass,

Hutchinson
Johnson, Pa.

Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bingham
Blatnik
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Corman
Culver

Mills, Ark.
Patman

Smith, Calif,
th, N.Y.
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The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 378
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 9844,
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION, 1972

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. HEgerT) that the statement of
the managers be read in lieu of the re-
port?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of October
13, 1971.)

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the
conference report has been printed in
the Recorp, I ask unanimous consent
that the further reading of the state-
ment of the managers be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER, Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, we bring
before you today the conference report
on H.R. 9844, the military construction
authorization bill for fiscal year 1972.
There were approximately 100 differ-
ences in the House and Senate versions.
However, we were able to arrive at an
agreement on each one. I will not go into
a lot of detail because the statement of
managers explains the action of the con-
ferees.

There were some projects included in
the House version which had to be
dropped in conference in order to reach
a compromise,

Likewise, we were able to retain many
projects not included in the Senate ver-
sion. In other words, we had to do some
plain old horse trading. The new ad-
justed total for fiscal year 1972 is
$1,986,323.

In the family housing section of the
bill, we originally recommended no in-
crease in the average per unit cost limi-
tation, but rather than reduce the
amount requested for family housing
construction our committee suggested
the addition of more units. During the
conference, we were convinced that the
average unit price must be increased over
the present limitation and we, therefore,
agreed to increase the average unit cost
by $1,000 and the Senate agreed to add
178 housing units to the number re-
quested.

In the general provisions, the Senate
agreed to the House addition of the new
language concerning leasing in general
and also the provision on Camp Pendle-
ton.

The Senate added, as a section in the
general provisions, the bill H.R. 2566, the
land exchange at Fort Bliss, Tex., which
the House passed last week. We agreed
to leave it in this bill since it would elim-
inate the necessity for any further leg-
islative action.

Also added to the Senate version is a
new section (207) in the Navy title which
calls for a study by the Secretary of De-
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fense on the Culebra complex, We went
along with this after the Senate agreed
to the deletion of certain objectionable
language.

After giving a little here and taking a
little there, we have brought to the House
a good bill, and I urge the adoption of
the conference report.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Do I correctly understand
that the new limit for a housing unit in
the United States is $24,000?

Mr, HEBERT. That is correct.

Mr., GROSS. The report goes on to
state that there is an “absolute” cost of
$42,000. What is the meaning of that?
Is the $42,000 for housing for the gen-
erals and the admirals; or what?

Mr. HEBERT. The $24,000 figure is the
average cost per unit. I will say to the
gentleman from Iowa, we have not given
any preference to generals or admirals.
We treat them the same as we treat
everybody else.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yvield for a further question, the new
limit in this country is $24,000. Why is
there a limit in Puerto Rico of $35,000?

Mr. HEBERT. That is because of the
cost index in that particular area. In
other words, $24,000 is the average cost
in this country, though some units may
cost more in one section of the United
States than in another section of the
United States. In this particular instance
this figure reflects the cost level in
Puerto Rico.

Mr. GROSS. What makes the cost so
high in Puerto Rico? I understand that
costs in Alaska are higher, and that costs
in Hawaii may be higher than they are
domestically. But what makes the cost so
much higher in Puerto Rico?

Mr. HEBERT. I can only answer the
gentleman from Iowa by saying that I
am not familiar with the construction
business in Puerto Rico. I can only fol-
low the index we are guided by.

Mr. GROSS. Something is out of gear
somewhere when it costs $11,000 more to
build a housing unit for a serviceman
and family in Puerto Rico than in the
domestic United States.

Mr. HEBERT. It not only costs more
for the servicemen's units in Puerto Rico
but it also costs more for the citizens to
build homes. I share the gentleman's
concern about the inflationary spiral, but
there is nothing we can do about it.

Mr., GROSS. One further question.
What progress are we making in relation
to closing unneeded military installa-
tions in the country? A number of in-
stallations were proposed to be closed a
couple of years ago, and for some myste-
rious reason there was a halt in that
program. Are these unneeded bases still
on the list for closing, or is it antici-
pated that they will be?

Mr. HEBERT. I do not think that
there are any bases which are not being
closed if they are not needed. If the gen-
tleman is familiar with the procedure, a
lot of the bases which were closed dur-
ing the McNamara regime were closed at
great expense, loss, and waste of money

37061

to the Government, The Armed Services
Committee of the House is very cognizant
and very alert to the necessity of econ-
omy in the military, and particularly
in the area of real estate, the closing or
opening of bases.

We have a special real estate subcom-
mittee under the chairmanship of the
distinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. StraTTON) and we have been able
to protect the Government’s interest at
all times.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to help clarify the question of Puer-
to Rico and point out what I have said
on the floor of this House time and time
again when we have considered legisla-
tion for housing and education and other
matters for American citizens, that it
costs much more to do anything in Puer-
to Rico. I think it is tragie, although
ironic, that when it comes to military ap-
propriations for Puerto Rico we are will-
ing to include 50 percent more than for
the rest of the country, but when it comes
to welfare and housing for civilians we
include Puerto Rico at less than half of
the amounts for the rest of the country.

Mr. HEBERT. I will say to the gentle-
man the concern which he expresses can
well be a concern, but the solution of
that problem does not rest with the
Armed Services Committee.

Mr. BADILLO. I am just suggesting
that, since we are willing to include 50
percent more for military purposes for
Puerto Rico, I hope the gentleman will
remember that when we get to matters
having to do with health and safety and
housing for the people of Puerto Rico.
I hope he will be willing to do the same
in those matters.

Mr. HEBERT. If it is a proper motion,
I will support it.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. CAMP, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask a question of the gentleman from
Louisiana with respect to the informa-
tion on page 10 with respect to Vance
Air Force Base, where it is indicated that
the amount for Vance Air Force Base
was cut from $1,770,000 to $62,000.

Mr. HEBERT. This is an area in
which, as I explained and as the gentle-
man knows, in conferences we give a lit-
tle and take a little. It is really a horse-
trading proposition to get the best deal
we can, and we have to give up some-
thing to get something, It is the only
answer I can give the gentleman.

Mr. CAMP. I can understand very well
why these things happen, but in look-
ing at the other requests that were
granted for the other bases in the Air
Training Command, there is quite a dif-
ference in the totals of what was agreed
upon.

Mr. HEBERT. I assure the genfleman
the committee tries to determine the
totals in connection with what the mili-
tary needs.
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Mr. CAMP, Vance Air Force Base has
more fiying hours per year than any
other base in the Air Training Command,
and it also graduates more students than
any other place in the Air Training
Coemmand.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate very much
the gentleman yielding.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
turbed by one aspect of this military con-
struction conference report which con-
cerns water pollution in the area of the
military installation at Fort Monmouth,
N.J.

The municipalities in the region of
Fort Monmouth several years ago banded
together to form the Northeast Regional
Sewage Authority hoping to reduce or to

eliminate the amount of pollution in the
nearby Shrewsbury River. It was the wish
of the people in the area and the Army
at that time that Fort Monmouth be in-
cluded in this sewage system.

For 3 straight years the Army re-
quested that Fort Monmouth be included
in this system to help clean up pollution
in this vital area of the eastern New Jer-
sey shore. Each of those years when the
Army requested these funds, the Armed
Services Committee properly asked how
is the present facility for sewage treat-
ment at Fort Monmouth working, and
they asked does it meet the State stand-
ards. The answer at that time was that
it does meet the State standards. The
Armed Services Committee said we have
priorities, we do not want to pollute, but
we have other uses for our money, so as
long as they are complying we do not
want to include these funds.

This year the Army did not request the
funds be included for the sewage system.
But after the Armed Services Committee
reported its bill, information came to us
from the State of New Jersey Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection—one
was in a letter to me saying they had re-
surveyed the area—and they found that,
yes, indeed, New Jersey’s water policy
standards are being violated due to the
sewage effluent from the Fort Monmouth
installation.

Additionally, there was a letter sent
from the Department of Environmental
Protection of the State of New Jersey to
Fort Monmouth, which stated they were
polluting and said:

I can assure you that if the sewage dls-
charges from Fort Monmouth were, in fact,
originating from a municipality or an in-
dustry we would have initiated legal meas-
ures to achieve compliance with this State’s
water pollution control laws.

Based on this new information I re-
quested that the $1.4 million for inclu-
sion of Fort Monmouth in this regional
sewage system be included in the House
bill, The chairman was sympathetic. He
stated that the bill had been through the
Rules Committee and was on the floor
and they did not desire at that time to
accept amendments to the bill, although
perhaps it might be included in the other
body, at which time they might accept it
in conference.
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As it happened, the other body did
include the provision for the $1.4 million
in this bill, and now we have come out
of conference and we find that the House
conferees strongly objected to the inclu-
sion of this, and it has been dropped.

So even though we have the informa-
tion that they are polluting now, that
they are not meeting State standards,
this money was eliminated in the
conference.

The Army did not request it this year
because they did not at that time have
the information they were not meeting
State standards.

So, Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the peo-
ple of my district and the great installa-
tion we have at Fort Monmouth, of
which we are very proud, I should like
to ask the chairman not only why this
happened but also what we might hope
for in the future in the interest of the
Federal Government cooperating with
local areas in cleaning up our environ-
ment.

Mr. HEBERT. Of course I cannot tell
the gentleman the answer to his second
aquestion, as to the part the government
will play. I can answer the first question.

As the gentleman knows, I was very
sympathetic to his proposition, but the
answer is very simple, the Army did not
ask for it and it was not in the budget.
It was not put in by the House Commit-
tee. It was put in as a floor amendment
by the Senate, and still not agreed to by
the Bureau of the Budget.

Certainly the Committee on Armed
Services of the House has been consistent
in holding the line on the budget, and
even cutting, if possible.

If the Army asks for it next year, and
if the Bureau of the Budget approves it
for next year, I can assure the gentleman
we will have a full hearing and give it
full consideration.

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentleman.

I should like to say that the informa-
tion we have from the State of New Jer-
sey now seems to take away the one ob-
jection the House Committee on Armed
Services has had during the past several
years, that of meeting State standards.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT., I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr, YATES. Will the chairman state
how many ABM installations are author-
ized for construction in this bill?

Mr. HEBERT. None.

Mr. YATES. None?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct.

Mr. YATES. How much money is al-
located for existing ABM installations
under this report?

Mr. HEBERT. Nothing.

Mr. YATES. Nothing for the ABM; is
that correct?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct.

I do not want to mislead the gentle-
man from Illinois. All the money for the
ABM is in the procurement bill, There
is nothing in this bill.

Mr. YATES. Nothing in this bill relates
to the antiballistic missile?
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Mr. HEBERT. No. That money to which
the gentleman refers is in the procure-
ment bill.

Mr. YATES. Which is in conference?

Mr. HEBERT. That is in conference,
yes.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentlemsan.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BRAY. This conference agree-
ment is $90 million less than what was
requested by the Department of De-
fense.

I agree with the chairman that with
respect to this matter not only in the
committee but also later in conference
every effort was made to give what was
needed, but not to put in more than was
needed. There was less difference be-
tween the House and Senate versions of
the bill than has ever been in previous
military construction bills.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared fo have it.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that 2 quorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 371, nays 26, not voting 32,
as follows:

[Rall No. 311]
YEAS—3T1

Bow
Brademas
Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Il1.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer

Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Dantels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, B.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Dent
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow
Dowdy
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont

Dwyer
Edmondson

Chamberiain

Chappell

Clancy

Clark

Clausen,
Don H.

Clawson, Del

Blackburn
BElanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
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Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.

¥
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D,
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton, Tenn.
Fugua
Galifianakis

Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Pa.

Koch
Kuykendall
Kyl

Eyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Abzug
Badillo
Camp
Chisholm

Leggett
Lennon

McEwen

McEay
McEevitt
McEinney
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.

Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Martin Sisk
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Smith, Calif.

Mayne
Mazzoll Smith, Towa
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Bpringer
Staggers
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.

Thompson,
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan

Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Veysey
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Ware

‘Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
itten

Pike

Pirnie
Poage
Podell

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il1.
grlce. Tex.

Purcell

Quie

Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino

NAYS—26

Edwards, Calif.
Green, Pa.
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Eastenmeier
Miller, Ohio
Mitchell

Nix

Ga.
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NOT VOTING—32
Eckhardt Mathis, Ga.
Edwards, La. Mills, Ark.
Flynt Mink
Gray Patman
Gubser Pryor, Ark,
Halpern Roybal
Hammer- Shipley

schmidt Stelger, Wis.

Hicks, Mass. Stephens
Hutchinson Wampler
Lent
Long, La.

So the conference report was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Blatnik with Mr, Belcher.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Hammerschmidt.

Mr, Culver with Mr. Halpern.

Mr, Corman with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Flynt with Mr, Brown of Ohio.

Mr. Diggs with Mr, Derwinski.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Steiger of Arizona.

Mr, Stephens with Mr. Hutchinson.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Lent.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Wampler,

Mr. Roybal with Mr, Eckhardt.

Mr. Patman with Mro. Mink.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Anderson
of Tennessee.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Bingham.

Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts with Mr. Long
of Louisiana.

Messrs. Nix and Corrins of Illinois
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Belcher
Bingham
Blatnik
Brown, Ohio
Carey, N.Y.

PROVIDING FOR THE SETTLEMENT
OF LAND CLAIMS OF ALASKA
NATIVES

Mr. HALEY, Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 10367) to provide
for the settlement of certain land claims
of Alaska Natives, and for other pur-
poses,

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H.R. 10367,
with Mr. NaTcHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had
read through the first section, ending on
page 1, line 4 of the bill, If there are no
amendments to be proposed to this sec-
tion, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 2. (a) Congress finds and declares
that—

(1) there is an immediate need for a fair
and just settlement of all claims by Natives
and Native groups of Alaska, based on alleged
aboriginal land titles;

(2) the settlement should provide for a
grant to the Natives of title to forty million
acres of land, $425,000,000 from the United
States Treasury payable over a ten-year
period, and an additional $500,000,000 payable

out of revenues received from the leasing or
sale of minerals in the public lands in Alaska;

(3) the settlement should be accomplished

rapidly, with certainty, in conformity with
the real economic and social needs of Alaska
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Natives, without litigation, with maximum
participation by Natives in decisions affecting
their rights and property, without establish-
ing any permanent racially defined institu-
tions, rights, privileges, or obligations, with-
out creating a reservation system or lengthy
wardship or trusteeship, and without adding
to the categories of property and institutions
enjoying special tax privileges or to the
legisiation establishing special relationships
between the United States Government and
the State of Alaska;

(4) no provision of this Act is iatended
to replace or diminish any right, privilege,
or obligation of Alaska Natives as citizens
of the United States or of Alaska, or to re-
lieve, replace, or diminish any obligation of
the United States or of the State of Alaska to
protect and promote the rights of welfare of
Alaska Natives as citizens of the United
States or of Alaska;

(5) no provision of this Act shall con-
stitute a precedent for reopening, renegotiat-
ing, or legislating upon any past settlement
involving land claims or other matters with
any Native organizations, or any tribe, band,
or indentifiable group of American Indians.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 8. For the purposes of this Act, the
term—

(a) “Secretary" means the Secretary of the
Interior;

(b) “Native” means a citizen of the United
States who is a person of one-fourth degree
or more Alaska Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut
blood, or combination thereof. The term in-
cludes any Native as so defined either or both
of whose adoptive parents are not Natives. It
also includes, in the absence of proof of a
minimum blood gquantum, any citizen of the
United States who is regarded as an Alaska
Native by the Native village or Native group
of which he claims to be a member and
whose father or mother is (or, if deceased,
was) regarded as Native by such village or
group. Any decision of the Secretary regard-
ing eligibility for enrollment shall be final;

(c) “Native village" means any tribe, band,
clan, group, village, community, or associa-
tion in Alaska listed in sections ¢ and 13 of
this Act which the Secretary determines was,
on the 1970 census enumeration date (as
shown by the census or other evidence satis-
factory to the Secretary, who shall make
findings of fact in each instance) composed
of twenty-five or more Natives;

(d) “public land” means all Federal land
and interests therein situated in Alaska, In-
cluding land selections of the State of
Alaska which have been tentatively approved
but not patented under the Alaska Statehood
Act, as amended (72 Stat. 341, 77 Stat. 223),
but excepting any improved land used in
connection with the administration of any
Federal installation;

(e) “Corporation” means a regional cor-
poration established under the laws of the
State of Alaska in accordance with the pro-
visions of this Act;

(f) “person™ means any individual, firm,
corporation, association, or partnership; and

(g) “incorporated Native village” means
any Native village incorporated as a govern-
mental unit under the laws of the State of
Alaska, or incorporated under the laws of
Alaska as a membership business corporation
in which all village residents are members:
Provided, That the articles of incorporation
and bylaws for a membership business cor-
poration must have been approved by the
board of directors of the regional corporation
for the region in which the village is located.

DECLARATION OF SETTLEMENT

Sec. 4. (a) All prior conveyances of public
land and water areas in Alaska, or any in-
terest therein, pursuant to Federal law shall

be regarded as an extinguishment of the
aboriginal title thereto, If any.
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(b) All alleged aboriginal titles and claims
of aboriginal title in Alaska based on use and
occupancy, including any alleged aboriginal
hunting and fishing rights that may exist,
are hereby extinguished.

(e¢) All claims against the United States,
the State, and all other persons that are
based on alleged aboriginal right, title, use,
or cccupancy of land or water areas in Alaska,
or that are based on any statute or treaty of
the United States relaling to Alaska Native
use and occupancy, including any such
claims that are pending before any court or
the Indian Claims Commission, are hereby
extinguished.

ENROLLMENT

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall prepare
within two years from the date of this Act
a roll of all Natives who were born on or be-
fore, and who are living on, the date of this
Act, Any decision of the Secretary regarding
eligibility for enrollment shall be final.

(b) The roll prepared by the Secretary
shall show for each Native, among other
things, the region and the village or other
place in which he resided on the date of the
1970 census enumeration, and on the most
recent date available.

A Native eligible for enrollment who is not,
when the roll is prepared, a resident of one
of the twelve regions established pursuant
to section 6 shall be enrolled by the Secretary
in one of the twelve regions, giving priority
in the following order to—

(1) the region where the Native resided on
the 1970 census date if he had resided there
without substantial interruption for two
Or more years,

(2) the region where the Native previously
resided for aggregate of ten years or more,

(3) the region where the Native was born,
and

(4) the region from which an ancestor of
the Native came.

ALASKA NATIVE REGIONAL CORPORATIONS

Sec, 6. (a) For purposes of this Act, the
State of Alaska shall be divided by the Secre-
tary within one year after the date of this
Act Into twelve geographic regions, with each
region composed as far as practicable of
Natives having a common heritage and shar-
ing common interests. In the absence of good
cause shown to the contrary, such regions
shall approximate the areas covered by the
operations of the following existing Native
associations:

{1) Arctic Slope Native Association (Bar-
row, Point Hope);

(2) Bering Straits Association (Seward
Peninsula, Unalakeet, Saint Lawrence
Island);

{3) Northwest Alaska Native Association
(KEotzebue) ;

(4) Association of Village Council Presi-
dents (southwest coast, all villages In the
Bethal area, including all villages on the
Lower Yukon River and the Lower Kuskok-
win River);

(5) Tanana Chiefs’ Conference (Koyukuk,
Middle and Upper Yukon Rivers, Upper Kus-
kokwin, Tanana River);

(8) Cook Inlet Assoclation (EKenal, Tyonek,
Eklutna, Iliamna) ;

(7) Bristol Bay Native Assoclation (Dil-
lingham, Upper Alaska Peninsula);

(8) Aleut League (Aleutian Islands, Prib-
ilof Island and that part of the Alaska Penin-
sula which is in the Aleut League);

(9) Chugach Native Association (Cordova,
Tatitlek, Port Graham, English Bay, Valdez,
and Seward);

(10) Tlingit-Halida Central Council (south-
eastern Alaska, including Metlakatla);

(11) Kodiak Area Native Association (all
villages on and around Kodiak Island); and

(12) Copper River Native Association
(Copper Center, Glennallen, <hitina, Men-
tasta).
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Any dispute over the boundaries of a re-
gion or reglons shall be resolved by a board
of arbitrators consisting of one person se=-
lected by each of the Natlve associations
involved, and an additional one or two
persons, whichever is needed to make an
odd number of arbitrators, such additional
person or persons to be selected by the ar-
bitrators selected by the Native assoclations.

(b) Five incorporators within each region,
named by the Native association in the re-
gion, are authorized to incorporate under
the laws of Alaska a regional corporation
which shall be eligible for the benefits of
this Act =so long as it is organized and func-
tions in accordance with this Act. The arti-
cles of incorporation shall include provisions
necessary to carry out the terms of this
Act.

(e) The original articles of incorporation
and bylaws shall be approved by the Secre-
tary of the Interlor before they are filed,
and they shall be submitted for approval
within eighteen months after the date of
this Act. The articles of Incorporation may
not be amended during the first five years
without the approval of the BSecretary of
the Interlor. The Secretary may withhold
approval under this section if in his judg-
ment jnequities among Native individuals
or groups of Native individuals would be
created.

(d) The management of the regional cor-
poration shall be vested in a board of di-
rectors, all of whom, with the exception of
the initial board, shall be stockholders in
the corporation over the age of nineteen,
The number, terms, and method of elec-
tion of members of the board of directors
shall be fixed in the articles of incorpora-
tion or bylaws of the regional corporation.

(e) The regional corporation shall be au-
thorized to issue such number of shares of
common stock, divided into such classes of
shares as may be specified in the articles of
incorporation to reflect the provisions of
this Act, as may be needed to issue one hun-
dred shares of stock to each Native en-
rolled in the region pursuant to section 5.

(f) (1) Except as otherwise provided in
paragraph (2) of this subsection, stock is-
sued pursuant to subsection (e) shall carry
a right to vote in elections for the board
of directors and on such other questions as
properly may be presented to stockholders,
shall permit the holder to receive dividends
or other distributions from the corporation,
and shall vest in the holder all rights of a
stockholder in a business corporation orga-
nized under the laws of the State of Alaska,
except that for a period of twenty years
after the date of his Act the stock and any
dividends paid or distributions made with
respect thereto may not be sold, pledged,
subjected to a lien or judgment execution,
assigned in present or future, or otherwise
alienated.

(2) Upon the death of any stockholder,
ownership of such stock shall be transferred
in accordance with his last will and testa-
ment or under the applicable laws of in-
testacy, except that (A) during the twenty-
year period after the date of this Act such
stock shall carry voting rights only if the
holder thereof through inheritance also is a
Native, and (B) in the event the deceased
stockholder fails to dispose of his stock by
will and has no heirs under the applicable

laws of intestacy, such stock shall escheat to
the corporation.

(3) On January 1 of the twenty-first year
after the year in which this Act is enacted,
all stock previously Issued shall be deemed to
be canceled, and shares of stock of the ap-
propriate class shall be issued without re-
strictions to each stockholder share for share.

(g) All revenues received by each corpora-
tion from the subsurface estate patented
pursuant to this Act shall be divided by the
corporation among all twelve regional cor-
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porations organized pursuant to this sec-
tion according to the number of Natives
enrolled in each region pursuant to section 5.

(h) Any funds received and retained by
the corporation from any source may be in-
vested for the production of income. Not to
exceed 60 per centum of any corporate funds
that are not invested for the production of
income and that are not distributed among
all stockholders may be used for—

(1) payment of corporate administrative
expenses,

(2) payment for professional technical
services to Native villages in the region,

(3) loans and grants to improve the

health, education, and welfare of the Natives
of the region.
Any corporate funds that are not used for
the foregoing purposes shall be distributed
among the incorporated Native villages and
one class of stockholders as provided in the
following subsections,

(1) Punds distributed among incorporated
Native villages shall be divided among them
according to the ratio that the number of
shares of stock registered on the books of
the regional corporation in the names of
residents of a village bears to the number of
shares of stock registered in the names of
residents in all villages.

(j) Funds distributed to an incorporated
Native village may be withheld until the
village has submitted a plan for the use of
the money that is satisfactory to the regional
corporation. The regional corporation may
require a village plan to provide for joint
ventures with other villages, and for joint
financing of projects undertaken by the re-
gional corporation that will benefit the re-
glon generally. In the event of disagreement
over the provisions of the plan, the issues in
disagreement shall be submitted to arbitra-
tion, as provided for in the articles of incor-
poration of the regional corporation.

(k) When funds are distributed among
incorporated Native villages in a region, an
amount computed as follows shall be dis-
tributed as dividends to the class of stock-
holders who are not residents of those vil-
lages: The amount distributed as dividends
shall bear the same ratio to the amount dis-
tributed among the villages that the number
of shares of stock registered on the books of
the regional corporation in the names of
nonresidents of villages bears to the number
of shares of stock registered in the names of
village residents: Provided, That an equita-
ble portion of the amount distributed as
dividends may be withheld and combined
with village funds to finance projects that
will benefit the region generally.

(1) The corporation may undertake on
behslf of one or more of the incorporated
Native villages in the region any project
authorized and financed by them.

(m) Moneys received by the corporation
from the Alaska Native Fund shall not con-
stitute taxable income to the corporation for
any purpose, This exemption shall not apply
to income from the investment of such
moneys.

(n) The accounts of the reglonal corpora-
tion shall be audited annually in accordance
with generally accepted auditing standards
by independent certified public accountants
or independent licensed public accountants,
certified or licensed by a regulatory authority
of the State or the United States, The audits
shall be conducted at the place or places
where the accounts of the corporation are
normally kept. All books, accounts, financial
records, reports, files, and other papers,
things, or property belonging to or in use
by the corporation and necessary to facilitate
the audita shall be avallable to the person
or persons conducting the audits; and full
facllities for verifying transactions with the
balances or securities held by depositories,
fiscal agent, and custodians shall be afforded
to such person or persons. Each audit report
or a fair and reasonably detalled summary
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thereof shall be transmitted to each stock-
holder.
REVENUE SHARING

Sec. 7. (a) (1) There is hereby established
in the United States Treasury an Alaska
Native Fund into which the following
moneys shall be deposited:

(A) $425,000,000 from the general fund
of the Treasury, which are authorized to be
appropriated according to the following
schedule:

(1) $25,000,000 for the first fiscal year fol-
lowing the fiscal year in which this Act is
enacted, and

(i1) $44,444,445 for each of the next nine
fiscal years.

(B) $£500,000,000 pursuant to the revenue
sharing provisions of this section.

(2) After completion of the roll prepared
pursuant to section 5, all money in the fund,
except money reserved as provided in section
16 for the payment of attorney and other
fees, shall be distributed at the end of each
three months of the fiscal year among the
twelve Alaska Native Regional Corporations
organized pursuant to section 6 on the basis
of the relative numbers of Natives enrolled
in each region pursuant to section 5. The
share of a corporation that has not been
organized shall be retained in the fund
until the corporation is organized.

(b) Each patent hereafter issued to the
State of Alaska under the Alaska Statehood
Act, including a patent of lands heretofore
selected and tentatively approved, shall re-
serve for the benefit of the Natives, and for
payment into the Alaska Native Fund, (1)
a royalty of 2 per centum upon the gross
wvalue (as such gross value s determined for
royalty purposes under any disposition by
the State) of the minerals produced or re=-
moved from such lands, and (32) 2 per

centum of all revenues derived by the State
from rentals and bonuses from the disposi-
tion of minerals in such lands.

(c) With respect to conditional leases and

sales of minerals heretofore or hereafter
made pursuant to section 6(g) of the Alaska
Statehood Act, and with respect to mineral
leases of the United States that are or may
be subsumed by the State under section 6(h)
of the Alaska Statehood Act, the State shall
pay into the Alaska Native Fund from the
royalties, rentals, and bonuses received by
the State (1) a royalty of 2 per centum upon
the gross value (as such gross value is de-
termined for royalty purposes under such
leases or sales) of the minerals produced or
removed from such lands, and (2) 2 per
centum of all rentals and bonuses under
such leases or sales, excluding bonuses re-
ceived by the State at the September 1969
sale of minerals from tentatively approved
lands and excluding rentals received pursu-
ant to such sale before the date of this Act.
Such payment shall be made within sixty
days from the date the revenues are received
by the State.

(d) All bonuses, rentals, and royalties re-
ceived by the United States from the dispo-
sition by it of minerals in public lands in
Alaska shall be distributed as provided in
the Alaska Statehood Act, except that prior
to calculating the shares of the State and
the United States as set forth in such Act,
(1) a royalty of 2 per centum upon the gross
value of any minerals produced (as such
gross value is determined for royalty pur-
poses under the sale or lease), and (2) 2 per
centum of all rentals and bonuses shall be
deducted and pald into the Alaska Native
Fund. The respective shares of the State and
the United States shall be calculated on the
remaining balance.

{e) The provisions of this section shall be
enforceable by the United States for the
benefit of the Natives, and in the event of
default by the State in making the payments
required, in addition to any other remedies
provided by law, there shall be deducted an-
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nually by the Secretary of the Treasury from
any grant-in-aid or from any other sums
payable to the State under any provision of
Federal law an amount equal to any such
underpayment, which amount shall be de-
posited in the fund.

(f) Revenues received by the United States
or the State of Alaska as compensation for
estimated drainage of oil or gas shall, for
the purposes of this section, be regarded as
revenues from the disposition of oil and gas.

(g) The payments required by subsections
(b), (e), and (d) of this section shall con-
tinue only until £500,000,000 has been paid
into the Alaska Native Fund. Thereafter the
provisions of this section shall not apply, and
the reservation required in patents under this
section shall be of no further force and
effect.

(h) The provisions of this section shall not
apply to revenues recelved from the Outer
Continental Shelf.

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

Sec. 8. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, any civil action to contest
in any manner the valldity ~f this Act shall
be barred unless the complaint is filed within
one year of the date of this Act, and no such
action shall be entertained by any United
States court unless it is commenced by a duly
authorized official of the State of Alaska, The
purposes of this limitation on sults is to
insure that, after the expiration of a reason-
able period of time, the right, title, and in-
terest of the United States, the Natives, and
the State of Alaska will vest with certainty
and finality and may be relied upon by all
other parties in their dealings with the State
of Alaska, the Natives, and the United States.

(b) In the event that the State of Alaska
initiates litigation or becomes a party to Iiti-
gation to contest in any manner the provi-
sions of this Act, all rights of land selection
granted to the State of Alaska by the Alaska
Statehood Act shall be suspended as to any
public lands which are determined by the
Secretary to be potentially valuable for min-
eral development, timber, or other commer-
cial purposes, and no selections shall be made,
no tentative approvals shall be granted, and
no patents shall be issued for such lands
during the pendency of such litigation. In
the event of such suspension, the State of
Alaska's right of land selection pursuant to
section 6 of the Alaska Statehood Act shall be
extended for a period of time equal of the
period of time the selection right was sus-
pended.

WITHDRAWAL OF PUBLIC LANDS

Sec. 8. (a) (1) The following public lands
are withdrawn, subject to wvalid existing
rights, from all forms of appropriation under
the public land laws, including the mining
and mineral leasing laws, and from selection
under the Alaska Statehood Act, as amended:

(A) The lands in each township which en-
closes all or part of any Native village listea
in subsection (f), and

(B) The lands in each township that is
contiguous to or corners on the township
that encloses all or part of such Native village,

The following lands are excepted from such
withdrawal: lands withdrawn or reserved for
national defense purposes, other than Naval
Petroleum Reserve Numbered 4, and lands In
the National Park System.

(2) During a period of one year from the
date of this Act, each Native village listed
in subsection (f) shall select, in accordance
with rules established by the Secretary, the
township In which all or a part of the village
is located, plus an area equal to three town-
ships or the maximum acreage to which the
village is entitled under section 11, which-
ever is less. The selection shall be made from
lands withdrawn in the townships that are
contiguous to or corner on the township
enclosing that village. All selections shall be
contiguous and in reasonably compact tracts,
except as separated by bodies of water.
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(3) the lands selected pursuant to para=-
graph (2) of this subsection shall remain
withdrawn until June 30, 1992. The with-
drawal of any lands within the national wild-
life refuge system and within Naval Petro-
leum Reserve numbered 4 that are not se-
lected pursuant to paragraph (2) shall term-
inate one year from the date of this Act. The
remainder of the lands withdrawn by this
subsection shall be regarded as withdrawn
under subsection (b). Notwithstanding any
other provisions of this Act, a withdrawal by
this subsection or by subsection (b) shall
terminate when the Secretary finds that a
village for which the withdrawal was made
does not qualify under the definition of a
village.

(b) (1) The following public lands are
withdrawn subject to valid existing rights,
from all forms of appropriation under the
public land laws, including the mining and
mineral leasing laws, and from selection
under under the Alaska Statehood Act, as
amended:

(A) The lands made subject to this sub-
section by paragraph (3) of subsection (a).

(B) The lands in each township that are
contiguous to or corner on a township con-
taining lands withdrawn by subsection (a).
The following lands are excepted from such
withdrawal: lands withdrawn or reserved for
national defense purposes, including Naval
Petroleum Reserve Numbered 4, lands in the
national park system, and lands in the
national wildlife refuge system.

(2) During a period of five years from the
date of this Act, each Native village listed in
subsection (f) shall select, in accordance
with rules established by the Secretary, the
additional lands withdrawn by this subsec-
tion to which it is entitled to receive a patent
pursuant to subsections (a) through (i) of
section 11: Provided, That selectlons under
this paragraph and under paragraph (2) of
subsection (a) from lands selected and ten-
tatively approved under the Alaska State-
hood Act shall not exceed a total acreage
equal to three townships. All selections shall
be eontiguous and in reasonably compact
tracts, except as separated by bodies of water.

(3) The lands selected pursuant to para-
graph (2) of this subsection shall remain
withdrawn until June 30, 1992. The with-
drawal of the remainder of the lands shall
terminate at the end of the five-year period.

(e) (1) All public lands, except—

(A) lands withdrawn or reserved for na-
tional defense purposes, other than Naval
Petroleum Reserve Numbered 4, and

(B) lands in the natlonal park system,
in each section located outside the areas
withdrawn and selected pursuant to sub-
section (a) or outside the areas withdrawn
by section 13(a), which encloses land oc-
cupied by a Native as a primary place of res-
idence on December 31, 1970, are hereby
withdrawn, subject to valld existing rights,
from all forms of appropriation under the
public land laws, including the mining and
mineral leasing laws, and from selection
under the Alaska Statehood Act, as amended.
Determination of occupancy shall be made
by the BSecretary, whose decision shall be
final, upon application of the Native occu-
pant filed not more than two years from the
date of this Act.

(2) The Secretary shall terminate the
withdrawal of a section of land as made
by this subsection when a patent is issued to
the Native occupant pursuant to this Act, or
when the Secretary determines that the Na-
tive's primary place of residence has been
moved outside the withdrawn area, or when
the Secretary determines that the Native ap-
plicant does not qualify for a patent.

(d) The townships and sections withdrawn
by this section and by section 18 shall be
as shown on current plats of survey or pro-
traction diagrams of the Bureau of Land
Management, or protraction diagrams of the
State of Alaska where protraction diagrams
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of the Bureau of Land Management are not
available,

(e) Prior to a conveyance pursuant to sec-
tion 11 of lands withdrawn by this section
and section 13, the withdrawn lands shall be
subject to administration by the Secretary
under applicable laws and regulations, and
his authority to make contracts and to grant
leases, permits, rights-of-way, or easements
shall not be impaired by the withdrawal.

(f) The Native villages subject to this sec-
tion are as follows:

NAME OF PLACE AND REGION

Akiachak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Aklak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Akutan, Aleutian,

Alakanuk, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Aleknagik, Bristol Bay.

Alatna, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Allakaket, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Ambler, Bering Strait.

Anaktuvuk Pass, Arctic Slope.

Andreafsey, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Aniak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Anvik, Eoyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Arctic Village, Upper Yukon-Porcupine,

Atka, Aleutian.

Atkasook, Arctic Slope.

Atmautluak, Southwest Coast Lowland.

Barrow, Arctic Slope.

Beaver, Upper Yukon-Porcupine,

Belkofsky, Aleutian.

Bethel, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Bill Moore's, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Biorka, Aleutian.

Birch Creek, Upper Yukon-Porcupine.

Brevig Mission, Bering Strait.

Buckland, Bering Strait.

Candle, Bering Strait.

Cantwell, Cook Inlet.

Canyon Village, Upper Yukon-Porcupine,

Chalkyitsik, Upper Yukon-Porcupine.

Chanilut, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Cherfornak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Chevak, Southwest Coastal Lowland,

Chignik, Kodiak.

Chignik Lagoon, Kodliak.

Chignik Lake, Kodiak.

Chistochina, Copper River.

Chukwuktoligamute, Southwest Coastal
Lowland.

Circle, Upper Yukon-Porcupine,

Clark's Point, Bristol Bay.

Copper Center, Copper River,

Crooked Creek, Upper Kushokwim.

Deering, Bering Strait,

Dillingham, Briston Bay.

Eagle, Upper Yukon-Porcupine,

Dot Lake, Tanana.

Eek, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Egegik, Briston Bay.

Eklutna, Cook Inlet.

Ekuk, Bristol Bay.

‘Ekwok, Bristol Bay.

Elim, Bering Strait.

Emmonak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

English Bay, Cook Inlet.

Fnlse Pass, Aleutian.

Fort Yukon, Upper Yukon-Porcupine.

Gakona, Copper River.

Galena, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon,

Gambell, Bering Sea.

Georgetown, Upper Kushokwim.

Golovin, Bering Strait.

Goodnews Bay, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Grayling, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Gulkana, Copper River,

Hamilton, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Holy Cross, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Hooper Bay, Bouthwest Coastal Lowland.

Hughes, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Huslia, KEoyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Igiugig, Bristol Bay.

Iliamna, Cook Inlet.

Inalik, Bering Strait.

Ivanof Bay, Aleutian,

Kaktovik, Arctic Slope.

Kalskag, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Kaltag, Eoyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Karluk, Kodiak.
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Kasigluk, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Kiana, Bering Strait.

King Cove, Aleutian.

Kipnuk, Southwest Coastal Lowland,

Kivalina, Bering Strait.

Kobuk, Bering Stralt,

Koliganek, Bristol Bay.

Eokhanok, Bristol Bay.

Eongiganak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Kotlik, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Kotzebue, Bering Strait.

Koyuk, Bering Strait.

Koyukuk, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Ewethluk, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Kwigillingok, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Larsen Bay, Kodiak.

Levelock, Bristol Bay.

Lime Village, Upper Euskokwim,

Lower Kalskag, Southwest Coastal Low-
land.

McGrath, Upper KEuskokwim.

Mukok, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Manokotak, Bristol Bay.

Marshall, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Mary's Igloo, Bering Strait.

Medfra, Upper Kuskokwim.

Mekoryuk, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Mentasta Lake, Copper River.

Minchumina Lake, Upper Kuskokwim.

Minto, Tanana.

Mountain Village, Southwest Coastal Low-
land.

Nabesna Village, Tanana.

Naknek, Bristol Bay.

Napaimute, Upper Kuskokwim.

Napakiak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Napaskiak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Nelson Lagoon, Aleutian.

Newhalen, Cook Inlet.

Nenana, Tanansa.

New Stuyahok, Bristol Bay.

Newtok, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Nightmute, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Nikolal, Upper Kuskokwim.

Nikolski, Aleutian.

Ninilehik, Cook Inlet.

Noatak, Bering Strait.

Nome, Bering Strailt.

Nondalton, Cook Inlet.

Noolksut, Arctic Slope.

Noorvik, Bering Strait.

Northeast Cape, Bering Sea.

Northway, Tanana,

Nulato, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Nunapitchuk, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Ohogamiut, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

0Old Harbor, Kodiak.

Osearville, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Ouzinkie, Kodiak.

Paradise, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Paulof Harbor, Aleutian.

Pedro Bay, Cook Inlet,

Perryville, KEodiak.

Pilot Point, Bristol Bay.

Pllot Station, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Pitkas Point, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Platinum, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Point Hope, Arctic Slope.

Point Lay, Arctic Slope.

Portage Creek (Ohgsenakale), Eristol Bay.

Port Graham, Cook Inlet.

Port Lions, Eodiak.

Port Helden (Meshick), Aleutlan,

Quinhagak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Rampart, Upper Yukon-Porcupine.

Red Devil, Upper Kuskokwim.

Ruby, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.

Russian Mission (Kuskokwim) (or Chau-
thalue), Upper Kuskokwim,

Russian Mission (Yukon)
Coastal Lowland.

St. George, Aleutians,

St. Mary's, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

8t. Michael, Bering Strait.

5t. Paul, Aleutians.

Salamatocf, Cook Inlet,

Sand Point, Aleutians.

Savonoski, Bristol Bay.

Savoonga, Bering Sea.

Scammon Bay, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Southwest
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Selawik, Bering Strait.

Shageluk, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon,

Shaktoolik, Bering Strait.

Sheldon’s Point, Southwest Coastal Low-
land.

Shishmaref, Bering Strait.

Shungnak, Bering Strait.

Slana, Copper River.

Sleetmute, Upper Euskokwim,

South Naknek, Bristol Bay.

Squaw Harbor, Aleutians.

Stebbins, Bering Strait.

Stevens Village, Upper Yukon-Porcupine.

Stony River, Upper Euskokwim.

Tanacross, Tanana.

Tanana, Koyukuk-Lower Yukon.,

Tatitlek, Chugach.

Telida, Upper Kuskokwim,

Teller, Bering Strait.

Tetlin, Tanana.

Togiak, Bristol Bay.

Toksook Bay, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Tuluksak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Tuntutuliak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Tununak, Southwest Coastal Lowland.

Twin Hills, Bristol Bay.

Tyonek, Cook Inlet,

Ugashik, Bristol Bay.

Unalakleet, Bering Strait,

Unalaska, Aleutian.

Unga, Aleutian,

Uyak, Kodiak.

Verietie, Upper Yukon-Porcupine.

Wainwright Arctic Slope.

Wales. Bering Strait.

White Mountain, Bering Strait.

SURVEYS

Sec. 10. The Secretary shall survey the
areas selected or designated for conveyance
to incorporated Native villages pursuant to
the provisions of this Act. He shall monu-
ment only exterior boundaries of the selected
or designated areas at angle points and at
intervals of approximately one mile on
stralght lines. No ground survey or monu-
mentation will be required along meander-
able water boundaries. He shall survey within
the areas selected or designated land occupied
as a primary place of residence, a primary
place of business, and for other purposes, and
any other land to be patented under this Act.

CONVEYANCE OF LANDS

Src. 11, (a) Upon application prior to June
30, 1992, by any incorporated Native village
listed in section 9 which the Secretary finds
is gqualified under the definition in section 3,
the Secretary shall issue to the village a pat-
ent to the surface estate in the number of
acres shown in the following table:

If the village had on
the 1970 census It shall be entitled to
enumeration date a  a patent to an area
Native population of public lands
between equal to
3 townships.
4 townships.
5 townships.
6 townships,
600 and 2,400-.-- 7 townships.

The lands patented shall be those selected
by the village pursuant to section 9(a) and
any additional lands selected by the village
from the surrounding townships withdrawn
for the village by section 9(b).

(b) Upon application prior to June 30,
1992, by any incorporated Native village list-

ed in section 13 which the Secretary finds is
qualified under the definition in section 3,

the Secretary shall issue to the village a pat-

ent to the surface estate In an area equal to

one township, The lands patented shall be
the lands within the township that enclose
the village, and any additional lands selected
by the village from the surrounding town-
ships withdrawn for the village by section
13(a).

(e) If sufficient lands for the purpose of
subsections (a) and (b) are not available
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from the withdrawn lands swrrounding a vil-
lage, the shortage may be selected from lands
withdrawn for, but not selected by, any other
village in the same region. All selections
shall be contiguous and in reasonably com-
pact tracts according to Federal or State pro-
traction diagrams or approved surveys except
as separated by bodies of water.

(d) If selections by two or more villages
conflict, the disagreement shall be submitted
to arbitration, as provided for in the articles
of incorporation of the regional corporations.

(e) Each patent issued pursuant to sub-
sections (a) and (b) shall be subject to the
following requirements:

{(A) The village shall convey to any Native
or non-Native occupant, without considera=
tion, title to the surface estate in the tract
occupled as a primary place of residence, or
as a primary place of business, or as a sub-
sistence campsite, or as headquarters for
reindeer husbandry; and

(B) The village shall convey to the occu-
pant, elther without consideration or upon
payment of an amount not in excess of fair
market value, determined as of the date of
initial occupancy and without regard to any
improvements thereon, title to the surface
estate in any tract occupied by a nonprofit
organization.

({) Upon application prior to June 30,
1992, the Secretary shall issue a patent to
the surface estate of not to exceed one hun-
dred and sixty acres of land withdrawn by
section 9(c) to any Native whom the Secre-
tary determines occupied the land as a pri-
mary place of residence on the date of this
Act.

(g) The Secretary may apply the rule of
approximation with respect to the acreage
limitations contained in this section,

(h) When the Secretary issues a patent to
the surface estate in lands pursuant to sub-~
sections (a), (b), (c), and (f), he shall issue
to the reglonal corporation for the region in
which the lands are located a patent to the

subsurface estate in such lands, except lands
located in the national wildlife refuge system
and lands withdrawn or reserved for national
defense purposes, including Naval Petroleum

Reserve Numbered 4: Provided, That the
right to explore, develop, or remove minerals
from the subsurface estate in the lands
within the boundaries of any village shall be
subject to the consent of the village.

(i) All conveyances made pursuant to this
section shall be subject to valid existing
rights. Where, prior to patent of any land or
minerals under this section, a lease, contract,
permit, right-of-way, or easement (includ-
ing a lease issued under section 6(g) of the
Alaska Statehood Act) has been issued for
the surface or minerals covered under such
patent, the patent shall contain provisions
making it subject to the lease, contract, per-
mit, right-of-way, or easement, and the right
of the lessee, contractee, permittee, or grant-
ee to the complete enjoyment of all rights,
privileges, and benefits thereby granted to
him, Upon issuance of the patent, the
patentee shall succeed and become entitled
to any and all interests of the State or the
United States as lessor, contractor, permitter,
or grantor, in any such leases, contracts, per-
mits, rights-of-way, or easements covering
the estate patented, and a lease issued under
section 6(g) of the Alaska Statehood Act
shall be treated for all purposes as though
the patent had been issued to the State. The
administration of such lease, contract, per-
mit, right-of-way, or easement shall continue
to be by the State or the United States, un-
less the agency responsible for administra-
tion waives administration. In the event that
the patent does mot cover all of the land
embraced within any such lease, contract,
permit, right-of-way, or easement, the pat-
entee shall only be entitled to the proportion-
ate amount of the revenues reserved under
such lease, contract, permit, right-of-way, or
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easement by the State or the United States
which results from multiplying the total of
such revenues by a fraction in which the
numerator is the acreage of such lease, con-
tract, permit, right-of-way, or easement
which is included in the patent and the
denominator is the total acreage contained
in such lease, contract, permit, right-of-way,
or easement.

(1) After the authority of the State to
select land under the Alaska Statehood Act
has expired, additional lands equal to the
difference between forty million acres and
the total acreage previously selected pur-
suant to section 9 shall be conveyed by the
Secretary to the eleven regional corpora-
tions (excluding the regional corporation for
southeastern Alaska) as follows:

(1) The number of acres each regional cor-
poration is entitled to receive shall be com-
puted (A) by determining on the basis of
avallable data the percentage of all land in
Alaska (excluding the southeastern region)
that is within each of the eleven regions,
(B) by applying that percentage to forty mil-
lion acres after it is reduced by the acreage
in the southeastern regional that was selected
pursuant to section 9, and (C) by deducting
from the figure so computed the number
of acres previously selected within that re-
glon pursuant to section 9,

(2) The lands conveyed to each regional
corporation must be located within the
region, must be selected by the regional cor-
poration prior to June 30, 1992, must be
selected from lands that have not been with-
drawn or reserved for Federal purposes and
that have not been selected by the State, and
the conveyance to the regional corporation
shall be subject to valid existing rights.

(3) If the authority of the State to select
land is extended by future amendment of
the Alaska BStatehood Act, regional cor-
poration selections of land pursuant to this
subsection may be made during the extended
period if the Governor of the State concurs.

TIMBER SALE CONTRACTS

Sec. 12. Notwithstanding the provisions of
existing national forest timber sale contracts
that extend for a period of more than three
years from the date of this Act, and are di-
rectly affected by conveyances authorized by
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized to modify any such contract, with
the consent of the purchaser, by substitut-
ing to the extent practicable timber on other
national forest lands approximately equal
in volume, species, grade, and accessibility
for timber standing on any land affected by
such conveyances.

THE TLINGIT-HAIDA SETTLEMENT

Sec. 13. (a) All public lands in each town-
ship that encloses all or any part of a Native
village listed below, and in each township
that is contiguous to or corners on such
township, except lands withdrawn or reserved
for national defense purposes, are hereby
withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights,
from all forms of appropriation under the
public land laws, including the mining and
mineral leasing laws, and from selection
under the Alaska Statehood Act, as amended:

Angoon, Southeast.

Cralg, Southeast,

Hoonah, Southeast.

Hydaburg, Southeast.

Eake, Southeast.

Kasaan, Southeast.

Klawock, Southeast.

Elukwan, Southeast.

Saxman, Southeast.

Yakutat, Southeast,

(b) During a period of one year from the
date of this Act, each Native village listed in
subsection (a) shall select, in accordance
with rules established by the Secretary, the
township in which all or part of the village
is located, plus withdrawn lands from the
townships that are contiguous to or corner
on such township, which are equal in total
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area to one township. All selections shall be
contiguous and in reasonably compact tracts
except as separated by bodies of water.

(c) The lands selected pursuant to sub-
section (b) shall remain withdrawn until
June 30, 1992, The withdrawal of the re-
mainder of the lands withdrawn by this
section shall terminate at the end of the
one-year period.

(d) The funds appropriated by the Act of
July 9, 1968 (82 Stat. 307), to pay the judg-
ment of the Court of Claims in the case of
The Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska, et
al. against The United States, numbered
479000, and distributed to the Tlingit and
Haida Indians pursuant to the Act of July
13, 1970 (84 Stat. 431), are In lieu of the
additional acreage to be conveyed to quali-
fied villages listed in section 9.

REVOCATION OF INDIAN ALLOTMENT AUTHORITY
IN ALASKA

Sec. 14. No Native covered by the provi-
sions of this Act, and no descendant of his,
may hereafter avail himself of an allotment
under the provisions of the Act of February
8, 1887, as amended and supplemented (24
Stat. 389; 25 U.S.C. 334, 336), or the Act of
June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 363; 26 U.B.C. 337).
Further, the Act of May 17, 1906, as amended
(34 Stat. 197; 48 U.S.C. 357) is hereby
repealed. Notwithstanding the foregoing
provisions of this section, any application
for an allotment that is pending before the
Department of the Interior on the date of
this Act may, at the option of the Native
applicant, be approved and a patent issued
in accordance with said 1887, 1910, or 1906
Act, as the case may be, in which event the
Native shall not be eligible for a patent
under section 11(f) of this Act.

REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS

Sec. 15. (a) Notwithstanding any provi-
sion of law, and except where inconsistent
with the provisions of this Act, the various
reserves set aside by legislation or by Execu-
tive or secretarial order for Native use or for
administration of Native affairs, including
those created under the Act of May 31, 1938
(52 Stat. 593), are hereby revoked subject
to any valid existing rights of non-Natives,
This section shall not apply to the Annette
Island Reserve established by the Act of
March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1101).

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law or of this Act, any incorporated Native
village may elect to acquire title to the sur-
face and subsurface estates in any reserve
set aside for its use or benefit prior to the
date of this Act. In such event, the Secretary
shall convey the land to the village, subject
to valld existing rights, and the village shall
not be eligible for any other land selections
under this Act or to any distribution of
regional corporation funds pursuant to sec-
tion 6, and the enrolled residents of the
village shall not be eligible to receive regional
corporation stock.

ATTORNEY AND OTHER FEES

Sec. 16. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury
shall hold in the Alaska Native Fund money
sufficient to make the payments authorized
by this section.

(b) A claim for attorney fees and out-
of-pocket expenses may be submitted to the
Chief Commissioner of the United States
Court of Claims for legal services rendered
before the date of this Act to any Native
tribe, band, group, village, or association
in connection with:

(1) the preparation and passage of this
Act and previously proposed Federal legis-
lation to settle Native claims based on ab-
original title, and

(2) the actual prosecution pursuant to
an authorized contract of a claim before
the Indian Claims Commission that is dis-
missed pursuant to this Act.

(c) A eclaim under this section must be
filed with the clerk of the Court of Claims
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within six months from the date of this Act,
and shall be in such form and contain such
information as the Chief Commissioner shall
prescribe.

(d) The Chlef Commissioner or his dele-
gate is authorized to recelve, determine, and
settle such claims in accordance with the
following rules:

(1) No claim shall be allowed if the claim-
ant has otherwise been reimbursed.

(2) The amount allowed for legal services
shall be based on the nature of the service
rendered, the need for providing the service,
whether the service was intended to be a
voluntary public service or compensable, the
existence of a bona fide attorney-client rela-
tionship with an identified client, and the
relationship of the service rendered to the
enactment of proposed legislation. The
amount allowed shall not be controlled by
any hourly charge customarily charged by
the attorney, and shall not exceed the per
diem or daily amount customarily paid at the
time the service was rendered to persons
compensated by the United States on a “when
actually employed" basis.

(3) The amount allowed for out-of-pocket
expenses shall not include office overhead,
and shall be limited to expenses that were
necessary and reasonable.

{4) The amounts allowed for services ren-
dered and expenses incurred shall not ex-
ceed in the aggregate $1,000,000. If the ap-
proved claims exceed the aggregate amounts
allowable, the Chief Commissioner shall au-
thorize payment of the claims on a pro rata
basis.

(5) Upon the filing of a claim, the clerk
of the Court of Clalms shall forward a copy
of such claim to the individuals or entities
on whose behalf services were rendered or
fees and expenses were allegedly incurred,
as shown by the pleadings, to the Attorney
General of the United States, to the attor-
ney general of the State of Alaska, to the
Secretary of the Interior, and to any other
person who appears to have an interest in
the clalm, and shall give such individual or
entity ninety days within which to file an
answer contesting the claim.

(6) The Chief Commissioner may designate
a trial commissioner for any clalm made
under this section and a panel of three
commissioners of the court to serve as a
reviewing body. One member of the review
panel shall be designated as presiding com-
missioner of the panel.

(7) Proceedings in all claims shall be pur-
suant to rules and orders prescribed for the
purpose by the Chief Commissioner who is
hereby authorized and directed to require
the application of the pertinent rules of
practice of the Court of Claims insofar as
feasible. Claimants may appear before a
trial commissioner in person or by attorney,
and may produce evidence and examine
witnesses., In the discretion of the Chiefl
Commissioner or his designate, hearings may
be held in the counties where the claimants
reside If convenience so demands.

(8) Each trial commissioner and each re-
view panel shall have authority to do and
perform any acts which may be necessary or
proper for the efiicient performance of their
duties, and shall have the power of sub-
pena, the power to order audit of books and
records, and the power to administer oaths
and afiirmations, Any sanction authorized by
the rules of practice of the Court of Claims,
except contempt, may be imposed on any
claimant, witness, or attorney by either the
trial commissioner, review panel, or Chief
Commissioner, None of the rules, regulations,
rules, findings, or conclusions authorized by
this section ghall be subject to judicial
review.

(9) The findings and conclusions of the
trial commissioner shall be submitted by
him, together with the record in the case,
to the review panel of commissioners for
review by it pursuant to such rules as may
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be provided for the purpose, which shall
include provision for submitting the decision
of the trial commissioner to the claimant
and any party contesting the claim for con-
sideration, exception, and argument before
the panel. The panel, by majority vote, shall
adopt or modify the findings or the conclu-
sions of the trial commissioner.

(10) The Court of Claims is hereby au-
thorized and directed, under such conditions
as'it may prescribe, to provide the facilities
and services of the office of the clerk of the
court for the filing, processing, hearing, and
dispatch of claims made pursuant to this
section and to include within its annual
appropriations the cost thereof and other
costs of administration, including (but with-
out limitation to the items herein listed)
the salaries and traveling expenses of its
auditors and the commissioners serving as
trial commissioners and panel members,
mailing and service of process, necessary
physical facilities, equipment, and supplies,
and personnel (including secretaries, re-
porters, auditors, and law clerks).

(e) The Chief Commissioner shall certify
to the Secretary of the Treasury, and report
to the Congress, the amount of each claim
allowed and the name and address of the
claimant. The Secretary of the Treasury shall
pay to such person from the Alaska Native
Fund the amounts certified. No award under
this section shall bear interest.

(f) (1) No remuneration on account of any
services or expenses for which a claim is
made or could be made pursuant to this
section shall be received by any person for
such services and expenses in addition to the
amount paid in accordance with this sec-
tion, and any contract or agreement to the
contrary shall be void.

(2) Any person who receives, and any cor-
poration or association official who pays, on
account of such services and expenses, any
remuneration in addition to the amount al-
lowed in accordance with this section shall
be guilty of a misdemeanocr and, upon con-
viction thereof, shall be fined not more than
£5,000, or imprisoned not more than twelve
months, or both.

(2) A claim for actual costs incurred In
filing protests, preserving land claims, ad-
vancing land claim settlement legislation,
and presenting testimony to the Congress on
proposed Alaska Native land claims may be
submitted to the Chief Commissioner of the
Court of Claims by any bona fide associa-
tion of Alaska Natives. The claim must be
submitted within six months from the date
of this Act, and shall be in such form and
contain such information as the Chief Com-
missioner shall prescribe. The Chief Com-
missioner shall allow such amounts as he
determines are reasonable, but he shall
allow no amount for attorney fees and ex-
penses, which shall be compensable solely
under subsection (b) through (e). If the
approved claims under this subsection ag-
gregate more than £350,000, the approved
claims of the Alaska Federation of Natlves
shall be authorized first and any balance
shall be authorized for payment on a pro
rata basis. The Chief Commissioner shall
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury, and
report to the Congress, the amount of each
claim allowed and the name and address of
the claimant. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall pay to such claimant from the
Alaska Native Fund the amount certified.
No award under this subsection shall bear
interest.

REVIEW BY CONGRESS

Bec. 17. The Secretary shall submit to the
Congress annual reports on implementation
of this Act. Buch reports shall be filed by
the Secretary annually until June 30, 1992.
At the beginning of the first session of Con-
gress preceding June 30, 1992, the Secretary
shall submit, through the President, a joint
report of the status of the Natives and Na-
tive groups In Alaska, and a summary of
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actions taken under this Act, together with
such recommendations as may be appropri-
ate,
APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 18. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

PUBLICATION

Sec. 19. The Secretary is authorized to issue
and publish in the Federal Reglster, pursu-
ant to the Administrative Procedures Act,
such regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

BAVING CLAUSE

Bec. 20. To the extent that there is a con-
flict between any provision of this Act and
any other Federal laws applicable to Alaska,
the provisions of this Act shall govern.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 21. If any provision of this Act or the
applicability thereof is held invalid the re-
mainder of this Act shall not be affected
thereby.

Mr, ASPINALL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the bill be dis-
pensed with and that it be printed in the
Recorp and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I should like to
direct a question to my good friend from
Colorado (Mr. AspiwarL), the chairman
of the committee.

The question, Mr. Chairman, is this:
The gentleman from Colorado has al-
ways been very fair, and I assume that
there are no plans at this time which
would limit debate so as to deny to any
Member an opportunity to offer amend-
ments or to be heard in a reasonable
fashion with regard to the bill

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL, The gentleman is cor-
rect. The committee amendments will be
considered first. The Udall and Saylor
amendments will be considered in order,
as the committee amendments are con-
sidered. We will return to the rest of the
amendments at the desk, and we will take
plenty of time to consider everything
before the committiee.

Mr. DINGELL. The reason I did this,
Mr. Chairman, was because I have with-
held any comments on the bill until gen-
eral debate was over, because of the
shortage of time, and I wanted to be sure
I would not be foreclosed.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 3, line 7,
strike “indentifiable” an insert “identifiable™,

The committee amendment was agreed
to

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report
the next committee amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 7, line
6, strike “Bethal” and insert “Bethel”.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 7, line 20,
strike *“Grahman” and insert “Graham’.,

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 14, after
line 25, insert “until such time as the pro-
visions of subsection (b) become opergtive”,

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 17, line 4,
strike the word “purposes” and insert “pur-
pose”.

The committee
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 18, strike
out lines 14, 15, and 16, and insert the fol-
lowing: lands in the National Park System
and lands withdrawn or reserved for na-
tional defense purposes other than Naval
Petroleum Reserve Numbered 4. The Sec-
retary shall, from other public lands in
the State of Alaska, provide additional na-
tional wildlife refuge lands to replace any

amendment was

acreage in existing national wildlife refuges
selected by native villages pursuant to this
section.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I sug-
gested to my friend from Michigan that
I would protect him. He has an amend-
ment to this particular committee
amendment.

AMENDMENT TO THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT
OFFERED BY MER. DINGELL

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will report
the amendment to the committee amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the committee amendment
offered by Mr. DinGeELL: Page 18, strike out
lines 19 through 22, inclusive.

Page 19, between lines 8 and 9, insert the
following:

“(3) At such time as all selections have
been made pursuant to paragraph (2) of this
subsection in each range and area within the
National Wildlife Refuge System, the Secre-
tary shall immediately determine the prob-
able impact of each such selection upon the
range or area, and shall, after consultation
with appropriate Federal agencies including
the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission
and after taking into account all relevant
factors, but not later than the close of the
15th month after the month in which this
Act is enacted—

“(A) purchase at fair market value such
interests (including easements) in the se-
lected land as he deems n for the
preservation of the range or area concerned;
or

“(B) exchange, for any selected land which
in his judgment should be retained in order
to preserve the range or area concerned and
after consultation with the Native village
or Native concerned, public land of equal
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acreage which is withdrawn under subsec-
tion (b) of this section but not otherwise
selected under that subsection, and any land
recelved by a Native village or Native in
exchange from the BSecretary pursuant to
this subparagraph shall be deemed to be,
in all respects, an authorized selection made
pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection;
or

“(C) choose for inclusion within the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System within the
State of Alaska suitable public land which
is equal in wildlife habitat value to all or
part of the land selected within the range or
area concerned pursuant to paragraph (2)
of this subsection; or

“(D) take any such combination of the
actions provided for in subparagraphs (A),
(B), and (C) above as he deems appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this paragraph;
or

“(E) in the event any action under sub-
paragraph (A), (B), or (C), or any com-
bination thereof, is not adequate to protect
the values for which the range or area was
established, (i) reserve to the United States
such interests (including easements) in the
selected land as he deems necessary for the
preservation of the range or area concerned
and the patent issued pursuant to section 11
with respect to such land shall be subject
to such interests of the United States, and
(ii) pay just compensation to the Native
village or Native concerned for any interests
in land selected by that village or Native
which are reserved to the United States under
this subparagraph.

*“(4) Each patent issued pursuant to sec-
tion 11 with respect to any land selected
within a range or area In the National Wild-
life Refuge System shall be subject to the
condition that in the event the patentee de-
cides to dispose of any interest he has in
such land by sale, lease, exchange or other-
wise, then—

“(A) the Secretary shall be given written
notice by the patentee of such intended dis-
posal;

“(B) no such disposal may be made of
such interest during the sixty-day period
after the day on which the Secretary receives
such notice; and

*(C) during such sixty-day period, the
Secretary shall have the right of first refusal
to acquire such interest at fair market value
thereof determined as of the date of notice.”

Page 19, line 9, strike out *(3)" and insert
“(5)™

Mr. DINGELL (during the reading).
Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DiNGELL) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Chairman, yester-
day in the Halls of the House of Repre-
sentatives I had a map outlining the
Alaska refuge system in the State of
Alaska. Most of us are familiar with the
fact that the bill would affect areas
within national wildlifes. Involved in
this refuge system and most particu-
larly impinged upon by the bill now be-
fore us are the refuges which relate to
the profection of the north Pacific fur
seal, the Kodiak bear, and some of the
refuges which provide almost the entire
population of migratory waterfowl along
the Pacific filyway.

In the CoNGRESSIONAL Recorp of Octo-
ber 13, 1971, at page 36127, I inserted
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an explanation of the amendments fo
be offered by me today together with a
list of the refuges affected according to
the then most recent and current data
of the Interior Department on the
refuges concerned.

I also set out some explanatory mate-
rial with regard to correspondence be-
tween me and the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

The committee has sought—and I
think fairly so—to protect the refuge
system. But I must say, I do not believe
they have done so.

With 1 million acres, all cut out of a
national refuge system whose goal is long
short of being realized, we must recog-
nize that conservation values are severely
jeopardized by the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, in the beginning when
the fact became known that this legis-
lation would affect the refuges, I com-
municated with my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. ASPINALL),
regarding the refuges and the refuge
system, and the effect of this bill on it.
I asked that I be permitted to be heard
and I further asked that if I could not
be heard that the refuges be excluded
from the bill since these are matters of
particular concern of a subcommittee
that I happen to have the honor to chair,

I rise today, Mr. Chairman, as the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Fish-
eries and Wildlife Conservation, having
general jurisdiction over wildlife refuges
for the purpose of preservation of fish
and wildlife, and as a member of the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion responsible for the protection and
acquisition under the Migratory Bird
Conservation Treaty of Refuges for the
carrying out of our policies, and as one
particularly concerned with these two
responsibilities and conservation, to ex-
press concern over what this bill would
do with respect to the Pribilof Islands
and the treaty that exists between the
United States, Canada, Russia, and Ja-
pan dealing with subjects such as the
protection of the North Pacific fur seal.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to op-
pose the bill although I am not entirely
in agreement with the provisions of it.
However, I would very much want to vote
for this bill because I think the question
of Native claims should be resolved.

But, Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it
is necessary to resolve the question of
Native claims by jeopardizing the func-
tional integrity of many of the refuges.

Let us take a look at some of the ref-
uges that would be affected. If my col-
leagues will check the record with me
they will see that the Kodiak National
Wildlife Refuge, the residence of the
Kodiak bear and the greatest carnivore
on earth, should not be diminished. The
Kodiak bear has a very long and inter-
esting history because of the unique
characteristics of the animal. It is one
which does not look kindly upon inter-
ference into his way of life. However, the
refuge is subject to losing something like

‘B22,000 acres of its total acreage.

Mr. Chairman, it is my view that this
is a refuge that should continue to be so
and because of its unique island charac-
teristic should not be jeopardized. I rec-
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ognize there is need to take care of
the Native interests but the bill before
us is drawn in such a way that it would
affect our refuges and they are very
much in danger.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Chairman, another
refuge which provides a very large per-
centage of migratory waterfowl along the
western United States is the Clarence
Rhode National Wildlife Range which
would lose something on the order of
644,000 acres.

The other areas of particular concern
to me are on the Pribilofs, which are the
residence of the fur seal which is pro-
tected by a convention and a treaty be-
tween the United States, Japan, Russia,
and Canada.

The legislation now pending before
us bears real promise of endangering
those species of fur seals that are on the
Pribilof Islands and endangering their
habitat and of abrogating the treaty be-
tween the United States, Canada, Japan,
and Russia, and may even make it pos-
sible for the resumption of fur seal hunt-
ing on the high seas.

Mr. Chairman, what does the amend-
ment do? It is very simple. It says that
the Becretary has a right to exchange
with the Natives for the lands that they
get and it says he has a right to purchase
either in fee or some other interest in
the land selected by the Natives.

It says that he has the right to add
additional lands to the refuge to replace
with equal habitat acreage both to native
selection within a refuge. It says in in-
stances where no other way can possibly
protect the functional integrity of the
refuge that he may impose certain res-
ervations upon the grant and pay full
compensation in lieu thereof so that the
Natives have the opportunity to engage
in first of all fair negotiations by and
with the Secretary.

Mr. EDMONDSON, Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I am sorry that I can-
not yield to the gentleman at this mo-
ment, as I wish to complete my presenta-
tion, but I will be happy to yield to the
gentleman in just one moment, and I pro-
mise that I will try to do so if I have
sufficient time.

So that the function here is to pre-
serve and protect by this kind of power
only those refuges where it is absolutely
necessary that such be done as in the
case of the Pribilof, and in the case of
Kodiak and in other refuges, fair and
open negotiations would take place by
and between the Secretary and the na-
tive population resident therein. This
would enable the Natives to have just
compensation and to have an oppor-
tunity to have lands given them else-
where, or to simply have minor reserva-
tions imposed in the grants so as to en-
able the Secretary to protect the impor-
tant refuge values. "

This amendment and substitute to this
legislation has the support of every na-
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tionwide conservation organization, such
as the Audubon Society, the Sierra Club,
Ducks Unlimited, National Wildlife Fed-
eration, and other great conservation
organizations.

I would have my colleagues know that
it is not going to jeopardize the rights of
the Natives, it is going to give them full
opportunity to receive lands, full oppor-
tunity to receive in most instances the
lands involved in their selective patent,
their selective request for patent, and it
is my purpose not to jeopardize them.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
full and complete support of the amend-
ment offered by my colleague (Mr, DIN-
GELL) , the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation, Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

It has only been recently in the history
of this Nation that its citizens and
elected representatives have awakened to
the need for a more vigorous protection
and conservation of our once abundant
natural resources, fish and wildlife, Sig-
nificant strides have been made in the
past few years to acquire additional
lands, at great expense to the American
taxpayer, for the preservation of wildlife
and scenic and natural beauty by the
designation of national parks and wild-
life refuges. We all have come to realize
that the mistakes of the past—in failing
to preserve these resources—cannot be
adequately solved by future corrective
action, Damage done to Nature’s scheme
at the hands and direction of Man is,
many times, irreparable.

The great lands of Alaska comprise the
only remaining untouched, natural areas
of beauty and wildlife habitat in the en-
tire United States. Acceptance of the
amendment proposed by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr, DiNceLL) will insure
that these existing wildlife refuges are
not adversely affected by providing an
equitable procedure and criteria where-
by the Secretary of Interior will have the
ability to fully evaluate the importance
of maintaining the integrity of these
refuges while at the same time render-
ing just compensation for the Native
claims of the Alaskans. The salmon fish-
ery resource is not only important to the
States of Washington and Alaska, but to
the Nation as well, for it represents a ma-
jor source of fish protein consumed by
all Americans. This country has ex-
pended tremendous sums of money over
the past years to further the growth and
propagation of the salmon species by ar-
tificial fishery hatcheries located in many
of the Western and Eastern States. Yet
at the same time, under the provisions of
this bill—and herein lies the paradox—
if not amended as suggested by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
this Nation stands to lose an irreplace-
able natural resource—salmon spawning
grounds—by reducing the number of
acres within the wildlife refuge and by
incompatible land development and uses
surrounding the refuge.

The amendment as I understand of-
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fered by my colleague (Congressman
DinceLL) pertains to the need for the
preservation of existing seal rookeries on
the islands of St. George and St. Paul.
In extensive hearings before the Sub-
committee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation chaired by the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DingeLL) on the subject of the further
protection, conservation, and develop-
ment of all marine mammals, including
the fur seal, testimony was developed
which pointed to the need for greater
protection efforts if this country is to
preserve our ocean mammal resource and
prevent their ultimate extinetion due
to man's assault on the processes of na-
ture. The International Convention on
the Conservation of the North Pacific
Fur Seal, and the implementing domes-
tic statute, the Fur Seal Act of 1966, has
been hailed as a milestone by conser-
vationists and environmentalists in in-
suring the continued existence of the
fur seal—which was near the brink of
extinction due to unrestrained taking
of seals on the high seas by foreign
nations.

Under the existing provisions of the
bill, the Secretary, acting pursuant to
the authority granted him, would be
abrogating our international treaty ob-
ligations by administrative action. This
possibly could have the effect of resulting
in the failure of the United States to
satisfy the terms of such a treaty, and
thus result in the treaty’s abrogation
by signatory foreign nations with a sub-
sequent resumption of “pelagic’” or high
seas taking of fur seals.

Adoption of the amendment proposed
by the chairman of the Fisheries and
Wildlife Conservation Subcommittee
(Mr. DinGeLL) would have the net effect
of protecting this important marine
mammal, insuring this counfry's con-
tinued observance of the treaty, and also
provide for just compensation to the Na-
tive Alaskan claims in regard to the
islands of St. George and St. Paul within
the Pribilof Island grouping.

Mr. Chairman, the alternatives be-
tween the approaches embodied in the
existing bill and those contained within
Congressman DiINGELL’S amendment
leave no doubt in my mind, nor I hope in
the minds of the majority of my col-
leagues, that acceptance of these two
amendments will reflect the wisdom of
this body in continuing to take concerted
and dynamic action to preserve our
dwindling natural wildlife resources for
the enjoyment and benefit of all future
generations.

Of special significance to the State of
Washington is the fact that the adoption
of the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. DinceLL) will
serve to further preserve an important
migratory bird—the blackbrandt, whose
breeding grounds and nesting areas are
contained in these Alaskan refuges.

So, Mr, Chairman, I urge the commit-
tee to adopt the Dingell amendments.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank my good friend, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. PELLy), who is
the senior minority member on the Sub-
committee on Fisheries and Wildlife
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Control, and to thank him for his sup-
port of this amendment.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man spoke of the Kodiak reservation, and
the necessity for keeping man out of that
area because the Kodiak bears are a
somewhat disappearing species, and I
wonder about the motivation here.

Is it not true that we now permit the
hunting of Kodiak bears in that area?

Mr. DINGELL, That is correct. All my
amendment would do with regard to the
Kodiak refuge is probably to allow the
Natives to make their selection for ref-
uge purposes for the protection of the
Kodiak bears, and the protection of the
refuge which would prohibit any major
cattle ranges on the reservation, some-
thing which is not now permitted, and
to permit the Natives to maintain in most
cases their traditional ways of life in
which they have always engaged.

Mr, KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. DINGELL. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I would ap-
preciate the gentleman's evaluation of
this guestion:

Does the gentleman think that the best
way to preserve these bears is by per-
mitting the Natives the selection of a
small portion of the acreage, or would it
be better to stop the killing of the bears
by hunters?

Mr. DINGELL. I would state to the
gentleman from Iowa that we have found
by long history that the hunter process
does not do much to destroy the popula-
tion of wildlife.

Mr. KYL. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, with
your permission I would like to read ex-
cerpts from Assistant Secretary of the
Interior's letter to me of June 17, 1971—
which incidentally would be applicable
to the bill under consideration today as
evidenced by a letter to me of Septem-
ber 3, 1971, from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary—which clearly expresses my
concern over these refuges. The excerpts
are as follows:

As we interpret the Administration’s pro-
posal (then H.R. 7432 but now H.R. 10367)
it could reduce our holdings at seven refuges
in Alaska . . .

Highest reductions could occur at Eodiak
and Clarence Rhode Refuges . . .

The Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge is
the primary refuge concerned with the pres-
ervation of the habitat of Alaska brown bear.
This unique ecosystem—wilderness with an
interspersion of salmon spawning grounds—
cannot be replaced. Lands subject to reduc-
tion are in coastal regions and past studies
have shown that these areas include the most
important bear habitat as well as streams
providing substantial support to the multi-
million-dollar salmon industry of Kodiak ...

You will observe that the villages on Eo-
diak Refuge are along the shore and presently
provide the access route into various parts of
this refuge. It is possible that lands patented
to villages could block access to refuge lands
inland from patented tracts . . .

Also, future land use patterns of patented
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lands could have an indirect adverse effect
on refuge management . . .

It is not only the amount of land with-
drawn, but also the subsequent development
and use of that land which would have an
impact on refuge objectives . . .

Mr. Chairman, as previously indicated,
it was my sincere wish that wildlife
refuges wouléd be excluded from Native
selection under this bill. However, since
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs did not, in its wisdom, honor my
request, I now feel compelled to offer
amendments to the bill which would re-
quire the Secretary of the Interior to take
the necessary steps to see that wildlife
refuges in the State of Alaska are given
the protection to which they are entitled.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to again
stress the importance of these amend-
ments. Of the 40 million acres of lands
authorized for Native selections, my
amendments would affect only those
areas selected by the Native villages
within 1 year after date of enactment
of the legislation, which will amount to
approximately 18 million acres. It has
been determined by the Secretary of the
Interior that as much as 1 million of
the 18 million acres could be, and is likely
to be, selected within wildlife refuges.

I sincerely feel that the adoption of
my amendments is the least we can do as
concerned citizens and as Members of
this distinguished body to minimize the
devastating effects Native selections will
have on these areas of such national
significance and importance.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the immediate
adoption of my amendments.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

I think everybody recognizes that the
gentleman from Michigan has a very
sincere desire to protect the wildlife ref-
uges he has mentioned. I think the con-
tribution of the bill itself toward the
protection of the wildlife refuges is irre-
futable regardless of the replacement
acreage. The committee spent some time
on this matter and this seemed to us at
the time a very happy compromise—the
replacement of acres outside the wildlife
refuge for those taken by the natives
from within the refuge.

I would like my colleagues for a mo-
ment to consider priorities here. For years
the Federal Government has played a
role with the American Indian and the
Alaskan Natives of speaking with a
forked tongue. As far as I am concerned,
here we come again, if this amendment
is passed, speaking to the Alaskan Native
with a forked torgue.

There are approximately 10 villages
that will be affected that may select from
within the wildlife refuges. I ask that
the Members carefully examine the spe-
cific language of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan. What
we tell the residents of these 10 villages
is we have made a settlement with you,
you are entitled to select from around
the villages where you now live for lands
to be held in fee by you, but once you
have selected it, the Secretary, the Great
White Father, under this language, must
come in and purchase that land from you
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or limit your use of that land or some
combination of the three that will not
permit you to use the land as you would
like to.

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, STEIGER of Arizona. Not at this
point, but I will yield to the gentleman
before I am out of time.

Mr. Chairman, that is the direct effect,
whether it is the intent of the gentleman
or not. The priority that is involved here
is not just the priority of whether the
native or the bear has precedence in this
area. It is not the threat of the cow range
in that area. It is nonexistent. If Mem-
bers think they are going to pick a con-
test, if they think it is tough for a bear
to live with people, I ask the Members
to consider how tough it is for the cow
to live with the bear.

I would only ask that we recognize the
gentleman from Michigan is very sin-
cere in his effort to protect the wildlife
refuges, but we must also realize that
we are making a commitment to the
natives which we are going to violate if
we adopt the amendment of the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr, Chairman, the amendment is
drafted for the express purpose of allow-
ing the broadest possible discretion to
the Secretary in the hope that he will
use that discretion to have a minimal
adverse effect not only on the refuges
but also, I would have my good friend,
the gentleman from Arizona know, on
the rights of the natives, so that the
natives will get as much land as they
possibly can. That is the purpose of the
amendment.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, the committee feels it
has done that adequately in the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. EpmonpsoN) which I
very much would like to read at this
point, It says:

The Secretary shall, from other public lands
in the State of Alaska, provide additional
national wildlife refuge lands to replace any
acreage in existing national wildlife refuges
selected by Native villages pursuant to this
section.

I do not think I can be any more spe-
cific than that.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, let me
add a point to what the gentleman from
Oklahoma said, that it is not right to
request these natives to move away from
the villages where their ancestors have
lived for centuries and make them go
elsewhere. That reminds me of one of
the sad chapters in our history which
took place in the district I represent in
the days of Andrew Jackson, when the
Cherokee Indians were ordered to leave
western North Carolina and the sur-
rounding area and go to Oklahoma.
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The Army was used as a means of
enforcing the order. Those who refused
to go, hid in the mountains, in the caves
and mountain caves, and they constitute
the ancestors of the Eastern Band of
Cherokee Indians today. The others were
forced by the Army to travel on foot
across the country from western North
Carolina to Oklahoma, and one-half of
them died during that tragic march,
along what is called the Trail of Tears.

We do not want to reenact that tragic
episode of history.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, I thank
the gentleman for that little glimpse of
history.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
I do not believe anybody in the House,
the gentleman from Michigan included,
wants this House to speak with a forked
tongue.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question which
I should like to direct to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Are any of the
areas where there is possible conflict be-
tween the selection of villages and wild-
life refuge areas where there is some
unique form of wildlife which would be
threatened, or is it simply the location
or the extent of the area that is involved?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan for an answer.

Mr. DINGELL. There is an area par-
ticularly of concern. One is the area of
the Big Bears. The other is the area of
the Pribilof Islands, St. George, and St.
Paul, where practically the only North
Pacific fur seals exists.

It is certain under the bill as consti-
tuted that the entire islands of St. Paul
and St. George would be taken by the
villages there. Thereby the habitat of the
seal, which this Nation is committed by
treaty to protect, would be jeopardized.
The seal population would be jeopar-
dized. Probably the treaty would be
abrogated.

Mr. MEEDS. I would prefer at this
point that the gentleman obtain his own
time, and I am sure he can do so, if he
has further questions.

Mr. Chairman, I might suggest that
the very uniqueness to which the two
gentlemen have been addressing them-
selves, with respect to the seal and brown
bear, also applies to human beings. This
is pretty unique land they are living on.
This is their home.

I believe it is very important that Con-
gress understands the issue. The gentle-
man from Oklahoma, with his ability to
cut to the heart of the matter, has done
80, The guestion here is, Are we going to
pay more attention to animal rights than
we are to human rights?

The Secretary would have all of these
powers under this amendment to buy,
to exchange, and to take from these Na-
tives their home land, land upon which
their ancestral villages have been placed
for thousands of years.
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I suggest to you it is pretty important
to the Congress today that we take this
into consideration when we consider
this amendment.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON., I believe the Com-
mittee would do well to take a careful
look at the language which the gentle-
man from Michigan used in his amend-
ment. Arguing for this amendment he
said that the only situation which he
could conceive of in which the Secretary
would retain this land in the refuge and
deny it to the Natives for villages would
be where there is no other way to pre-
serve the functional integrity of the re-
fuge. But that language does not appear
in his amendment. That safeguard is not
present in his amendment.

In his amendment, if the Secretary, in
his judgment, believes any selected land
should be retained in order to preserve
the range or area concerned, he can re-
tain it for that purpose. Nothing is said
about functional integrity of the refuges.

Mr. MEEDS. And in the final analysis
all of the authority, all of the discretion
as to whether there is going to be an ex-
change, a reservation or a sale resides in
the Secretary.

I have told the gentleman from Michi-
gan I would have no objection to this
amendment if the Natives were to make
the decision, if they wanted to move. If
they wanted reservations or easements
on the land, on their home lands, then
I would have no objection to it. But this
amendment does not say that. It says the
Secretary shall have the discretion.

I submit to you it is for the purpose of
insuring that he can make these changes
that that language is not added.

Mr, KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield to me?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. I thank the gentleman for
vielding.

We should say one other word in be-
half of these Natives. They have lived
with the bears and used the land; they
have lived with the seals and have used
the land. The fact that these values ex-
ist today is ample testament to the kind
of conservators they are. I have never
heard a report of an Eskimo who went
out to shoot a bear to get his picture
taken with a trophy or in order to put
the trophy on the wall. I am not wor-
ried with regard to what they do about
this land.

Mr. MEEDS. And if the Members of
the House do understand the affinity that
these native people have for this land,
there is no question but that they will
vote this amendment down resoundingly.

Mr. HALEY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. HALEY, Of course, under the lan-
guage of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan, the Secre-
tary will have absolute power and the
Natives will have none.

Mr. MEEDS. Precisely.
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Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

As I begin my remarks, I would like
to pay a tribute to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. EpMoNDSON) because at
the time this bill was being considered
by the full committee I offered an amend-
ment very similar to the one that is be-
ing offered now by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DingeLL). It was the ac-
tion of the gentleman from Oklahoma
that resulted in the language that is now
in the bill. I just want to say that this is
a tremendous improvement over the bill
that was reported from the subcommit-
tee to the full committee.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. Yes. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I think the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania should get
credit where it is due for calling this
matter forcibly to the attention of the
committee when we were sitting in full
committee and offering an amendment
at that time which would have dealt with
the situation a little differently.

The gentleman had been prevented by
illness from being present in the sub-
committee when we were considering this
matter, or else I am sure he would have
offered his amendment at that time and
we could have corrected it then, I do not
think there was ever an intention on the
part of the members of the subcommittee
to reduce our wildlife refuges in Alaska.
The gentleman from Alaska, who studied
the guestion earefully, tells me many of
the wildlife experts in Alaska now say
the new language in the committee
amendment will permit some selections
to greatly improve the overall character
of the refuge system in Alaska.

Mr. SAYLOR. I will say to my colleague
I believe there are many instances in
certain refuges in Alaska where the lan-
guage we now have in the bill will do
just that, It will improve many of the
wildlife refuges. But the fallacy of the
argument that was advanced by the
chairman of the full committee is that
the amount being taken is only 6 percent
of the entire wildlife system. Now, that
is very misleading, I concede his figures
are right, but the important thing is that
there are certain refuges that are very
delicate; there are certain refuges where
we cannot go anywhere else and get the
lands of refuge character and quality.

You will notice that the gentleman
from Michigan has been very careful in
drafting this language, because he does
not take away anything from the native
villages which are already there. There
is nothing in this amendment which will
move a native village. It is not a ques-
tion of deciding between the people and
the bears, as somebody said. The only
question grows out of where in the lands
of Alaska the Natives are allowed to
select areas around their village.

If the Secretary has a right through
exchange or otherwise to deal with these
lands then when in his opinion it will
be to the advantage of the national in-
terests to protect the wildlife refuge he
can do so.
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Mr., EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Would the gentle-
man show me where in the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
there is any assurance, specific assur-
ance, that village land which is selected
by the Natives for their permanent estate
would not be subject to the Secretary’'s
right to reserve it to the United States?

Mr, SAYLOR. There is nothing in this
amendment and there is nothing in the
bill which says that the Natives are
given their village site but they are given
certain sections around it.

Now, you will notice that the hill says
that they are to earmark land around
their villages. That is what the bill as
reported out of the committee said. It
does not say anything with regard to the
village site itself.

Mr. MEEDS. It surely does.

Mr. BAYLOR. No, it does not. Someone
commented about the village site. There
is nothing in this bill here that says any-
thing about the village site. The lan-
guage of the bill is ambiguous.

Mr., MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. MEEDS. The bill refers to the
township upon which the village is
located and it reserves to their selection
the contiguous and cornering townships.

Mr. SAYLOR. The bill withdraws the
township which encloses all or part of
any Native village. It only deals with
the enclosing of a village and not with
the village site itself,

Mr. MEEDS. They are given the right
to select that township and certain town-
ships within the areas which the gentle-
man just talked about.

Mr. SAYLOR. There is not anything
that says—they do not have to select that
land around them. They may.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. Iyield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Is the gentleman
saying that the Native village has to re-
main where it is and cannot move to
another site or select another site under
this bill?

Mr. SAYLOR. It is my understanding
that that was the intention of the com-
mittee, that they were not to move the
home site.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment proposed by the gentle-
man from Michigan regarding wildlife
refuges. In this limited time, let me state
specifically my numerous objections to
this amendment, most of which are also
applicable to the other amendment to be
offered regarding St. George and St. Paul
Islands.

First. The Interior Committee has con-
sidered in depth the question of wildlife
refuges as a part of this settlement The
committee made findings which gave re-
markable insight into this problem. Con-
sider:
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Of 200 Native villages, only 10 are
inside refuges. An additional 27 are near-
by and may affect refuge land.

In Alaska, there are 20 million acres
already in wildlife refuges. Sixty-four
percent of all this Nation's refuges are in
Alaska right now. Of this, the largest
amount the villages could select is just
over 1 million, and it is unlikely this
figure will ever be approached.

In the two worst examples cited by the
gentleman from Michigan, the figures
are as follows:

Kodiak: 322,000 acres could be taken—
but will not. Total refuge: 1,815,000 acres.

Clarence Rhode: 644,000 acres could
be taken. Total refuge: 1,900,000 acres.

In all others, the percentages which
could be taken are down around 5 percent
or lower. And this amount is not likely
to be reached.

The point is: That the impact of these
selections is overstated, and to the dis-
advantage of Alaska’s Natives.

Second. The committee did take action
on this question:

Where villages can select up to seven
townships elsewhere, they can select no
more than four in refuges.

Where villages can get full fee title
elsewhere, they only can get surfact title
in refuges.

Where refuges are diminished in size
by Native selections, other refuges land
may be added elsewhere.

So, the amendment offered is not a new
topic. The committee considered and
acted on this question.

Third. The committee would reject an
approach like the present amendment be-
cause it is in total disregard of the pur-
pose of this bill. The purpose of this bill
is to confirm title fo Native land that
they have occupied for hundreds of years.
For 37 villages, this act is being used to
take land away. They would be better off
with things as they are right now. My
question is: Would you vote for a bill
which gave the Secretary of the Interior
the power to move a town or reduce a
town in size in your district because it
was a wildlife area?

Fourth. The fact is that procedures al-
ready exist for condemnation of land for
public use. It is unfair to tie a string to
this bill.

Fifth. Perhaps the most telling point
is the procedure established in this
amendment. It would be possible to call
it the Native relocation amendment or
the Native removal. The simple fact is
that an entire village could be moved or
that its boundaries could be so restricted
that all cultural meaning would be lost.
What is worse is the shocking loss of due
process. Although the amendment is
lengthy, its impact is simple. The Secre-
tary decides everything. If he cannot
negotiate the taking of the land he wants,
he can act unilaterally to take it for just
compensation. For the benefit of all here,
I would say: These villages and their
people do not want just compensation;
they want their land and continued ex-
istence, I think they deserve that prior-
ity.

Sixth. Finally, is it not clear by now
that the reason these lands were so fine
that they were selected as refuges is that
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the Native people are themselves the first
conservationists? I am simply unwilling
to condemn the lands of a 200-year-old
village because the people in Washington
say it has to be protected. The fact is
that it has been protected and enhanced
for decades by the same village. They
will not stop the day after the act. For
cynics, it might be well to note that all
State and Federal laws for wildlife will
still apply.
CONCLUSION

The priority today is Native rights and
it is a fine priority, long overdue for
recognition for Alaska’s Natives. Thirty-
seven villages must not lose their land
today because only a few years ago a
refuge was dropped on their land. I urge
that their rights be upheld and the
amendment defeated.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGICH. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr, SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
have asked the gentleman from Alaska to
yield for a question, and I will ask the
same question that I asked the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr, DiNGeLL) and
that is: Are there some areas where
there are villages where a particular
wildlife is unique, and therefore there
is no other refuge that you could
substitute?

Mr, BEGICH. There are 375 million
acres of land in Alaska. I know how some
of the reservations were established,
without consideration for where the ani-
mals actually were in some cases, so I
would say the answer is absolutely no.

In addition, lef me say that the big
area that the gentleman talks about, the
Clarence Rhode Refuge, which has 1.8
million acres, and has 83,000 lakes of
more than 23 acres, has right alongside
an area, which is an ever greater nest-
ing area. The game officials have told me
that we have areas far better for the
nesting of birds, and that we can do a
better job of establishing a true refuge
for those birds instead of just doing it
at the end of a President’s term in of-
fice, as is so often the case at present.

Mr. SEIBERLING. If the gentleman
will yield further, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DinceLL) mentioned two
specific areas, one the Kodiak Bear
Refuge, and the other the Pribilof Seal
Breeding Area. Would the gentleman care
to comment on that?

Mr., BEGICH. On EKodiak, I would say
that we would be taking 100,000 or 150,-
000 out of 1.5 million acres in that im-
mediate area, which cannot be replaced
in the immediate area unless some addi-
tional land could be taken to the north.
In other areas such as that of the is-
lands of St. George and St, Paul, the
people up on these islands have done a
remarkable job bringing the seals from
something like 200,000 seals in 1911 up to
1.3 million seals, and there is no one
who could say that the native effort was
not important in this gain.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGICH. I will if the gentleman
from Ohio has ecompleted his questioning.
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Mr, SEIBERLING. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. BEGICH. I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr, DINGELL, Mr. Chairman, let me
say that the gentleman has mentioned
the St. Paul and St. George Islands, and
what the gentleman has said concerning
the seals there is quite wide of the mark.

The fact of the matter is that these
people were hired by the Department of
the Interior and the Bureau of Fisheries
to kill the seals, and they have not done
one thing as far as the preservation of
the seals is concerned, and they have not
done one thing to enhance the seal pop-
ulation at all.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr, Chairman, as the committee re-
port has indicated on page 23, the Secre-
tary of the Interior has endorsed the
committee bill. We know our former col-
league, those who served with him, as a
person constructively and actively inter-
ested in conservation, I believe that Sec-
retary of Interior Morton’s position in
this regard should be borne in mind as we
vote on this amendment, and on subse-
quent amendments.

There is no one to my knowledge who
is more dedicated to conservation than
Rogers Morton, both when he was a
Member of the House of Representatives
and now, where he is Secretary of the
Interior.

Let me add, if I might, the President of
the United States has been actively sup-
porting the Alaskan Natives Claims leg-
islation, not only through his Secretary
of the Interior but in contacts with Mem-
bers of the House both on our side of the
aisle and on the other side of the aisle.

The President yesterday sent me a let-
ter which I would like to read in which
he reiterates his strong personal interest
in the committee bill.

The letter is as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., October 18, 1971.
Hon. GerarLp R. Forb,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear JErrY: I have followed with interest
the progress of the settlement of the Alaska
Native Land Claims legislation through the
House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs., As you know, on April 6 of this year
my Administration submitted its own bill
to the Congress (H.R. 7432) which was given
careful consideration by the House Com-
mittee.

Now pending for action by the full House is
HR. 10367 as reported favorably by the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
This bill grew out of long hours of consci-
entious deliberation by the members of that
Committee and represents a coordination of
the views of not only the members of that
Committee but also of the Alaska Natives,
the State of Alaska and this Administration.

The settlement of the Alaska Natives Land
Claims issue is long overdue. The Alaska Na-
tives are entitled to receive an equitable and
just settlement for the taking of their lands.
Any further delay in the settlement of this
long standing claim would be grossly unfair
to the Native people of Alaska,
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HR. 10367 as reported by the House In-
terlor Committee will meet the objectives of
this Administration and I urge that it be
acted upon favorably by the full House.

Sincerely,
RIcHARD Nixon.

The administration is for this legisla-
tion. It has been indicated to me by our
former colleague, presently the Secretary
of the Interior, that action is needed in
the form recommended by the committee
and as amended possibly by the commit-
tee amendments.

I strongly hope that we can maintain
the integrity of this committee bill and
act as promptly as possible to get this
legislation passed.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the geltleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished mi-
nority leader for yielding.

I think that there could be added, as a
footnote to what the gentleman has said
about the credentials of Secretary of the
Interior Morton, who was recognized
while a Member of this body as a leader
for conservation, that the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Interior who wrote the gen-
tleman from Michigan saying that he
thought this bill was a good bill and
should be adopted is also an outstanding
conservationist.

Assistant Secretary Reed is a former
top ranking conservationist of the State
of Florida and holds impeccable cre-
dentials in the conservation field.

So we do have conservationists of note
on record who are in support of this bill
as the committee reported it.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment. As I said in general debate
yvesterday, I offered an amendment in the
commitiee to guarantee the integrity of
wildlife refuges in Alaska. I was not
satisfied then, and I am not satisfied
now, that the decision to deny to the
Alaska Natives their traditional hunt-
ing and fishing rights and to award them
subsistence lands as a substitute was
either in the interest of the Natives or
of the people of the United States, It is
even more clearly revealed as an error
when it is applied to lands within our
wildlife refuges.

Under the prod of my amendment, the
committee adopted a substitute amend-
ment to provide for the replacement of
equivalent acreage for all lands selected
within a Federal wildlife refuge. Of
course, I prefer the committee amend-
ment to no protection at all, but I prefer
the amendment now offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan. It provides a
greater measure of protection. I would
prefer my own, which would guarantee
the integrity of these special areas in
Alaska. However, I think I can recognize
the mood of the House today, and I doubt
that we have enough votes to pass the
pending amendment, let alone mine.

I remain persuaded that there is no
valid reason to permit the large land
selections permitted by this legislation
surrounding Native villages where it en-
croaches upon or reduces the lands of
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our wildlife refuges. In the absence of
any such clear showing of valid need I
must oppose this action and urge the
adoption of the pending amendment.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. BecicH) in order to
comment on the final remarks of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) .

Mr. BEGICH, Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, I shall be very brief.
I think we cannot allow the last state-
ment to remain in the minds of anyone.

As we look at some of the fact sheets
put out by the Secretary of Commerce—
the 600 Aleuts who live on St. Georgs
Island depend solely as a source of gain-
ful work on the seal harvest. They know
their future depends on protecting that
seal herd.

The seal herd of the Pribilofs today is
thriving, its number estimated at 1%
million animals. Its return from a dan-
gerously low level of 200,000 in 1911 is a
historic story in the annals of man’s ef-
fort to conserve wildlife.

It is time we got serious about this
problem.

In the United States, the Fur Seal Act
of 1966 charged the Secretary of the In-
terior with management of the fur seals.
This responsibility was transferred to
the Secretary of Commerce on October
3, 1970. The National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration’s National
Marine Fisheries Service supervises the
harvest of an average 50,000 fur seals
each summer on the Pribilof Islands.

The harvest is restricted largely to 3-
and 4-year-old bachelor males that con-
gregate on the edges of the rookeries.
Baby seals, or pups, are not harvested.
Females are taken only when it is neces-
sary to keep the number of animals at
the most productive level the Pribilof
environment can support. Overcrowding
brings higher mortality among the pups.
The battle for living space causes in-
juries and leads to disease and starva-
tion. Such mortality, in the past, has
taken up to 20 percent of the pups before
they are sufficiently mature to leave the
rookeries,

In conclusion, I would like to say the
Native people on St. George and St. Paul
do know the value of their rookeries,
do know the value of the fur seal. They
are careful with their conservation prac-
tices.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr, DINGELL, I can only come to the
conclusion that the gentleman from
Alaska just does not know what he is
talking about. The Aleuts on St. George
and St. Paul Islands have no more to
do with the conservation of seals there
than they have with the weather in the
area. It is controlled by treaty under the
direction of the Bureau of Fisheries and
Oceanography Agency. The Aleuts do
nothing but hit the seals on their heads
and skin them, They lay down no policy.
That is done under treaty, a copy of
which I have in my hand, under the
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‘direction of the Department of Com-
merce, Bureau of Commercial Fisheries.
That is who does the work. The gentle-
man from Alaska is either deluding him-
self or being guided by somebody else
if he actually believes what he says.

Mr., KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. I think there is a basic as-
sumption of something that cannot pos-
sibly be true., Under no conditions will
these Natives be excluded from the pro-
visions of treaties signed by the State
of Alaska and the United States. The
Federal law will apply, and the treaties
will apply. We make no exception for
these people.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
support the important amendment of-
fered by the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DinGeLL). This is a
erucial amendment, which will deal with
a most serious problem that might arise
under the committee bill.

As members of the Migratory Bird Con-
servation Commission, Mr, DiNGeELL and I
are vitally concerned with preserving our
precious wildlife refuges. And in Alaska
there are a number of highly significant
ones, long established and administered
by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and
Wildlife of the Department of the In-
terior. These are crucial refuge areas.
For example, the waterfowl refuges in
Alaska are prime breeding and migration
staging grounds for the largest portion
of the migrating waterfowl of the entire
Pacific flyway. Equally important are
those refuges carefully selected to pro-
tect the key habitat of important species
such as the moose, the Alaska brown bear,
and the timber wolf.

The settlement of Native claims in the
committee bill allows, among other
things, each existing Native village to
select and obtain full patent to its village
site, the entire township in which its
village is located, and surrounding town-
ships up to a total acreage which varies
according to the proven population of the
Native village involved.

This is an excellent system, and I sup-
port it. This procedure will return to
Native control, their villages and sur-
rounding domain. That is as it should be.

But, in some instances a serious con-
flict may ultifnately develop between the
use of portions of these Native village
lands and the national wildlife refuges in
which some villages are located. For, in
fact, there are a number of cases in which
Native selections within a wildlife refuge
will take a considerable portion of the
wildlife refuge land.

The function of this amendment is to
provide the Secretary of the Interior
with tools he can put into use in the situ-
ation in which he finds a serious conflict
between some ultimate use of the Native
land and the wildlife refuge areas. These
tools range from exchange authority to
the purchase of easements and reserva-
tions of Interests. There is a range of
options here—which is not provided in
the committee bill,

This is sensible, since the Secretary
must be empowered to deal with the spe-
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cific problems that arise and the nature
of these problems cannot precisely be
predicted in advance.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sim-
ply places in the hands of our fish and
wildlife managers in Alaska the range of
tools and options they will need to carry
out their mandate to protect and pro-
mote the wildlife in these refuges. This
amendment accomplishes that purpose,
without working an injustice on the Na-
tives or any other interest. I believe this
amendment is essential, and I urge my
colleagues to join Mr, DINGELL in sup-
porting it.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I strongly
support the amendment offered by my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DinceLL). This
amendment provides that the Secretary
of the Interior, when he determines that
a Native land selection will interfere with
refuge purposes, may negotiate with the
Natives for outright purchase, purchase
of easement, or lease of the land in ques-
tion. If these options are not adequate,
the Secretary has the authority to re-
serve the necessary interest, paying just
compensation for same. Certainly this is
the only safeguard for guaranteeing the
integrity of these mnational wildlife
refuges, lands which are irreplaceable na-
tional assets.

Mr, Chairman, initial proposals for
settlement of the Indian Native claims
provided for a land transfer of 10 mil-
lion acres. If this Congress in its wisdom
increases this settlement by 30 mil-
lion acres, to a truly beneficial total of
40 million acres, the exchange or even
retention of 1, 2, or even 3 million acres
in the interest of preserving and protect-
ing the integrity of our priceless national
wildlife refuges is in the best interests
of all the American people.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DinGeLL) to the
committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was rejected.

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 19, lines 12
and 13, strike “numbered” and insert “Num-
bered’.

The committee amendment was agreed
to

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 20, line 3,
strike “are” and insert “is".,

The committee amendment was agreed
to

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 20, line 4,
strike “corner” and insert “‘corners”,

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 22, line 3,
after the word “by"” insert “subsections (a),
(b),and (¢) of".

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 30, after line
18, insert a new subsection as follows:

“(g) Except as ctherwise provided in this
Act, all unreserved public lands in Alaska
which have not been previously classified
by the Secretary are hereby withdrawn from
all forms of appropriation under the public
land laws, including the mining and mineral
leasing laws. The Secretary is hereby author-
ized to classify any lands withdrawn by this
section and to open to mineral leasing, entry,
selection, location, or disposal in accordance
with applicable public land laws, lands
which he determines are chiefly valuable for
the purposes provided for by such laws,

“Upon the application of any applicant
qualified to make entry, selection or loca-
tion, under the public land laws, on lands
not classified for entry, the Secretary shall
examine the lands described in the applica-
tion and if he classifies them as suitable for
the purpose described in the application and
opens them to entry, said applicant shall be
entitled to enter, select or locate such lands.

“Nothing in this section shall restrict the
land selection rights of the State under the
Alaska Statehood Act (77 Stat. 341). The
lands withdrawn under this section shall be
subject to administration by the Secretary
under applicable laws and regulations, and
his authority to make contracts and to grant
leases, permits, rights-of-way, or easements
shall not be impaired by the withdrawal.”

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL
FOR THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UpALL as a sub-
stitute for the committee amendment: On
page 30, line 19, strike out all of line 19 and
all of the remainder of page 30 and all of
page 31 down to and including line 17, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“{g) (1) Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, all unreserved public lands in
Alaska which have not been previously classi~
fied by the Secretary are hereby withdrawn
from all forms of appropriation under the
public land laws, including the mining and
mineral leasing laws. The Secretary is hereby
authorized to classify, in the manner here-
tofore provided by the Classification and
Multiple Use Act (78 stat. 986), and to open,
subject to the provisions of this subsection,
to mineral leasing, entry, selection, location
or disposal in accordance with applicable
public land laws, lands which he determines
are chiefly valuable for the purposes provided
for by such laws: Provided, That nothing
herein shall restrict the land selection rights
of Native villages and Alaska Native Reglonal
Corporations under this Act or of the State
under the Alaska Statehood Act.

“(2) The lands withdrawn under this sub-
section shall be subject to administration by
the Secretary under applicable laws and reg-
ulations, and his authority to make contracts
and to grant leases, permits, rights-of-way,
or easements shall not be impaired by the
withdrawal, except that rights-of-way under
section 2477 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States shall take effect only undér

such terms and conditions as the Secretary
may establish,
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“(8) The Secretary is hereby authorized
and directed to review all unreserved public
lands in Alasks and to identify within such
lands all areas which are generally suitable,
under existing statutory and administrative
criteria, for potential inclusion as recreation,
wilderness or wildlife areas within the Na-
tional Park System, the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System, and the National Wild-
life Refuge System; for retention as Na-
tional Resources Lands for Federal multiple
use management (including for subsistence
uses, including hunting and fishing, by Na-
tives and for wilderness); and, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture,
for inclusion within the National Forest
System for multiple use management. The
Secretary shall, on the basis of such review
and within six months of the date of this
Act, withdraw and designate all such gen-
erally suitable areas, and especially those
areas which have been heretofore inventoried
in agency studles, as “national intcrest study
areas”, and shall advise the President and
the Congress of the location and size of, and
the potential national interest in, each such
study area: Provided, That the total area of
all such designations by the Secretary shall
not exceed fifty million acres. In making the
reviews and in designating national Interest
study areas as directed by this subsection,
the Secretary shall consider areas recoms-
mended to him by the Temporary Planning
Commission established pursuant to this sub-
sectlon and by knowledgeable and interested
individuals and groups.

“(4) The Congress finds and declares that
the Copper River Classification (33 Fed. Reg.
19957), the Iliamna Classification (32 Fed.
Reg. 14971), the Brooks Range area as pre-
viously proposed for classification (35 Fed.
Reg. 18003) by the Secretary under the au-
thority of the Classification and Multiple Use
Act (78 Stat. 886), the Naval Petroleum Re-
serve Numbered 4, and the Rampart Power
Site Withdrawal, have potential national in-
terest for the purposes set forth in this sub-
section and are withdrawn to be studied and
investigated in accordance with the proce=
dures and time limits set forth in paragraph
(5) of this subsection. Lands withdrawn by
the Secretary for study under this paragraph
shall not exceed fifty million acres.

“(5) Within five years of the designation
of each national interest study area with-
drawn pursuant to this subsection, the Sec-
retary shall, on the basis of further detailed
studies and after consultation with the Tem-
porary Planning Commission established
pursuant to this subsection, report to the
President and the Congress his recommenda-
tions as to the suitability or non-suitability
of such national interest study area or por-
tlon thereof, together with such adjacent
areas as he may deem appropriate, for the
purposes of inclusion as recreation, wilder-
ness or wildlife areas within the National
Park System, the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, and the National Wildlife
Refuge System; for retention as National Re-
source Lands for Federal multiple use man-
agement (including for subsistence use, in-
cluding hunting and fishing, by Natlves and
for wilderness); and, after consultation with
the Secretary of Agriculture, for inclusion
within the National Forest System for mul-
tiple use management; or for such other pur-
poses as the Secretary may deem appropri-
ate.

“{8) Each national interest study area
designated pursuant to this subsection shall
remain withdrawn from all forms of appro-
priation under the public land laws, includ-
ing the mining and mineral leasing laws,
until the Secretary submits his recommenda-
tions pur t to sut fon (g)(5) of this
section and until the future status and dis-
position of each such national interest study
ares is determined by Congress: Provided,
That the authority of the Secretary to es-
tablish national wildlife refuges on the pub-
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lic lands under his jurlsdiction, including
within any national interest study area,
shall not be diminished by this paragraph.
Initial identification of lands desired to be
selected by Alaska Native Regional Corpora-
tions pursuant to section 11(j) of this Act
and by the BState pursuant to the Alaska
Statehood Act may be made within any na-
tional Interest study area, but such lands
shall not be tentatively approved or patent-
ed unless and until the withdrawal of such
areas pursuant to paragraphs (3) and (4) of
this subsection is revoked by Act of Congress:
Provided, further, That selection of lands by
Native villages pursuant to this section and
pursuant to section 13 of this Act shall not
be affected by such withdrawal and such
lands may be patented as authorized by sec-
tion 11 of this Act. Notwithstanding any of
the provisions of this subsection, the total
amount of land that may be selected by Na-
tives or by the State under the terms of this
or any other Act shall not be lost or diminish-
ed by reasons of the provisions of this para-
graph. In the event Congress determines that
any area that the Natives or the State desire
to select shall be permanently reserved for
any of the purposes specified in subsection
(g) (5) of this section, then other unreserved
public lands shall be made available for al-
ternative selections by the State and Na-
tives. Any time periods established by law for
such selections shall be deemed to be ex-
tended to the extent that delays are caused
by compliance with the provisions of this
paragraph.

“(7) The Congress finds and declares that
the disposition of Federal lands in Alaska
and the use of Federal, State, and other lands,
including offshore mineral resources develop-
ment in Alaska, should be coordinated and
planned so as to foster and promote the gen-
eral welfare, create and maintain conditions
in which man and nature can exist in sus-
tained productive harmony, and fulfill the
social, economic, cultural, and other reguire-
ments of present and future generations of
Americans. It Is the purpose of this paragraph
and paragraph (8) of this subsection to es-
tablish policies and procedures which will
provide for planned and orderly economic de-
velopment and conservation of lands in
Alaska, including those Federal lands to be
transferred to other ownerships, in a man-
ner which is compatible with the social, eco~
nomic, and cultural well-being of Alaskans
and all of the American people of present and
future generations, with National and State
environmental policies, and with the public
interest in public lands and in existing and
potential parks, forests, wilderness areas,
wildlife refuges, and cultural, historical, and
natural sites.

“(8) (A) There is hereby established the
Temporary Joint Federal-State Natural Re-
sources and Land Use Planning Commission
for Alaska (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Temporary Planning Commission'), which
shall continue in existence until such time
as all administration of land use plans by the
Commission is relingquished under the pro-
visions of subsection (g)(8)(I)(ii) of this
section or at a sooner time if superseded by
subseguent Act of Congress.

“(B) The Temporary Planning Commis-
sion shall be composed of fourteen members
as follows:

“{i) the Governor of the State of Alaska
or his designated representative, who shall
serve as the State cochairman;

“(1i) two members appointed by the Gov-
ernor of Alaska to represent major depart-
mental functions of the State of Alaska;

“(iil) two members of the Alaska Legis-
lature: the chairman of the resources com-
mittee of the senate and the chairman of the
resources committee of the house of repre-
sentatives;

“{iv) two members elected by the Alaska
Native Regional Corporations organized un-
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der section 6 of this Act, each such corpora-
tion having one vote in such election: Pro-
vided, That the incorporators shall cast one
such vote in the case of any corporation
which shall not have been timely organized;

“(v) a Federal cochalrman, appointed from
the general public by the President, with the
advice and consent of the Senate; and

“{vi) silx members from the Federal Gov-
ernment appointed as follows: one by the
Secretary of the Interlor, one by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, one by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, one by the
Secretary of Transportation, one by the Sec-
retary of Defense, and one by the Director
of the National Science Foundation.

“{C) The initial meeting of the Tempo-
rary Planning Commission shall be called by
the cochairmen. Nine members of the Tem-
porary Planning Commission shall constitute
a guorum. All declsions of the Temporary
Planning Commission shall require a majority
of those present and voting. Members shall
serve at the pleasure of the appointing au-
thority. A vacancy in the membership of the
Temporary Planning Commission shall not
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the
same manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

“{D) (1) Except to the extent otherwise
provided in clause (li) of this subparagraph,
members of the Temporary Planning Com-
mission shall receive compensation at the
rate of $100 per day for each day they are en-
gaged in the performance of their duties. All
members of the Temporary Planning Com-
mission shall be entliled to reimbursement
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary
expenses Incurred by them in the performance
of thelr duties as members of the Temporary
Planning Commission.

“(il) Any member of the Temporary Plan-
ning Commission who is designated or ap-
pointed from the Government of the United
States or from the government of the State
of Alaska shall serve without compensation
in addition to that received in his regular
employment. The member of the Temporary
Planning Commission appointed pursuant to
subsection (g) (8) (B) (v) of this section shall
be compensated as provided by the President
at a rate not in excess of that provided fcr
level V of the Executive Schedule in title 5,
United States Code.

“(E) Subject to such rules and regulations
as may be adopted by the Temporary Plan-
ning Commission, the cochairmen, without
regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in
the competitive service, and without regard
to the provisions of chapter 51 and sub-
chapter III in chapter 53 of such title relating
to classificaton and General Schedule pay
rates, shall have the power—

“(i) to appoint and fix the compensation
of such staff personnel as they deem neces-
sary, and A

“(ii) to procure temporary and intermit-
tent services to the same extent as is au-
thorized by section 3100 of title 5, United
States Code, but at rates not to exceed $100
a day for individuals,

*“(F) (i) The Temporary Planning Commis-
sion or, on the authorization of the Tem-
porary Planning Commission, any subcom-

. mittee or member thereof, may, for the pur-

pose of carrying out the provisions of this
paragraph and paragraph (7) of this subsec-
tion, hold such hearings, take such testimony,
receive such evidence, print or otherwise
reproduce and distribute so much of its pro-
ceedings and reports thereon, and sit and act
at such times and places as the Temporary
Planning Commission deems advisable. The
cochairman, or any other member authorized
by the Temporary Planning Commission, may
administer oaths or affirmations to witnesses
appearing before the Temporary Planning
Committee or member thereof.

“(ii) Each department, agency, and In-
strumentality of the executive branch of the




October 20, 1971

Government, including independent agencies,
is authorized to furnish to the Temporary
Planning Commission, upon request made
by a cochairman, such information as the
Temporary Flanning Commission deems
necessary to ecarry out its functions under
this section.

“(@G) The Temporary Planning Commission
shall—

“(1) undertake statewide land-use plan-
ning, ineluding recommendation of areas for
permanent reservation in Federal and State
ownership and of Federal and State lands
to be made avallable for disposal;

“(i1) subject to the provisions of subpara-
graph (H! of this paragraph, make recom-
mendations with respect to the proposed
land selections by the State under the Alaska
Statehood Act and by Native villages and
Alaska Native Reglonal Corporations under
this Act;

*(iif) subject o the provisions of sub-
paragraph (I) of this paragraph, promul-
gate lanc-use plans for lands selected by the
Native villages and Alaska Native Reglonal
Corporations under this Act and by the
State under the Alaska Statehood Act,
whether or not such State selections have
been tentatively approved on the date of
this Act;

“(iv) publish criteria for implementing
the purposes and provisions of this paragraph
and paragraph (7) of this subsection and
establish procedures, including public hear-
ings both in Alaska and in other States, for
obtaining public views of statewide land-use
planning:

“(v) establish a committee of land-use ad-
visers to the Temporary Planning Commis-
sion, made up of representatives of com-
mercial and industrial land users in Alaska,
recreational land users, wilderness users,
national and State environmental groups,
Alaska Natives and other citizens, and pro-
vide procedures for meetings of the ad-
visory committee at least once every six
months;

“(vi) make recommendations to the Pres-
ident of the United States and the Governor
of Alaska as to programs and budgets of
the Federal and State agencies responsible
for the administration of Federal and State
public lands; and

“(vil) make recommendations from time
to time to the President of the United States,
Congress, and the Governor and Legislature
of the State of Alaska as to changes in laws,
policies, and programs that the Temporary
Planning Commission determines are neces-
sary or desirable to meet the policlies and
purposes set forth in paragraph (7) of this
subsection.

“(H) The following procedure shall be ap-
plicable to the function of the Temporary
Planning Commission pursuant to clause (ii)
of subparngraph (G) of this paragraph with
respect to proposed land selections by Na-
tive villages and Alaska Native Regional
Corporations and by the State:

“(i) Each Native village and Alaska Native
Regional Corporation and the State shall, in
writing, notify the Temporary
Commission of each proposed selection.

“() Within six months after receiving
such a notice, the Temporary Planning Com-
mission shall, in writing, advise the Native
village and Alaska Native Regional Corpora=
tion or the State, as the case may be, with
respect to the compatibility of the proposed
selection with the policies and purposes set
forth in paragraph (7) of this subsection
and with land use plans promulgated by the
Temporary Planning Commission.

“(iil) Within six months thereafter, the
Native village and Alaska Native Regional
Corporation or the State, as the case may be,
shall, in writing, notify the Temporary
Planning Commission of its decision whether
to retain the selection as originally proposed
or to make an alternate selection.

“(iv) No patent shall be issued or; in the
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case of a State selection, tentative approval
given until the foregoing procedure has been
followed.

“(v) Notwithstanding any of the provi-
sions of this or any other Act, no selection
right shall be lost by reason of compliance
with the time requirements established by
this subparagraph. Any time periods estab-
lished for selections shall be deemed to be
extended to the extent appropriate for com-
pliance with this subparagraph.

“{I)(i) Uses of all lands selected by Na-
tive villages and Alaska Native Reglonal Cor-
porations pursuant to this Act and by the
State of Alaska pursuant to the Alaska State-
hood Act, whether or not such State selec-
tions have been tentatively approved on the-
date of this Act, shall be compatible with
land-use plans promulgated with respect
thereto from time to time after notice and
opportunity for hearing by the Temporary
Planning Commission. Such plans shall be
applicable notwithstanding the issuance
hereafter of patenis for the lands affected.
The United States District Court for the
District of Alaska shall have jurisdiction,
upon application of the Temporary Planning
Commission or the Department of Justice, to
issue such orders as may be appropriate to
secure compliance with such land-use plans.

“(i1) Land-use plans promulgated by the
Temporary Planning Commission pursuant
to clause (i) of this subparagraph shall cease
to be administered by the Temporary FPlan-
ning Commission as to any area in which
the Temporary Planning Commission de-
termines, after notice and opportunity for
hearing, that there are in effect Federal,
State, or local zoning regulations and plan-
ning and enforcement provisions adequate
to meet the policies and purposes set forth
in paragraph (7) of this subsection.,

“{iil) In earrying out its functions pur-
suant to this subsection, the Temporary
Planning Commission shall be deemed to be
an ‘agency’ for purposes of sections 500
559 and 701-706 of title 5, United States
Code.

“(J) (i) On or before January 31 of each
year, the Temporary Planning Commission
shall submit to the President of the Unit-
ed States, the Congress, and the Governor
and legislature of the State of Alaska a writ-
ten report with respect to its activities dur-
ing the preceding calendar year, together
with its recommendations for programs or
other actions which it determines should be
taken or carried out by the United States
and the State of Alaska.

*(li) The Temporary Planning Commis-
sion shall keep and maintain accurate and
complete records of its activities and trans-
actions in carrying out its duties under this
paragraph, and such records shall be avail-
able for public inspection.

“(iii) The principal office of the Temporary
Flanning Commission shall be located in the
State of Alaska.

“{K) (1) The United States shall be re-
sponsible for paying for any fiscal year not
more than 50 per centum of the costs of car-
rying out the provisions of this paragraph
for such fiscal year.,

“(i) For purposes of meeting the respon-
sibility of the United States In carrying out
the provisions of this paragraph, there is
authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$1,600,000 for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1972, and for each succeding fiscal year,

“{iil) No Federal funds shall be expended
for the provisions of this paragraph for any
period unless prior to the commencement of
such period the Secretary has received rea-
sonable assurances that there will be pro-
vided from non-Federal sources amounts
equal to 60 per centum of the total funds
required to carry out such provisions for such
period.”

Mr. UDALL (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, this is not a simple little
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amendment. I ask unanimous consent
that my amendment be considered as
read and printed in the Recorp.

Mr. KEYL. Mr. Chairman, reserving the
right to object, I reserve that right only
to substantiate what the gentleman from
Arizona indicated. This is not a simple
little amendment. I have it in hand,
and it covers 10 pages, double spaced, on
this legal-sized paper.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. UparL) is recognized for
5 minutes in support of his amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the Udall amend-
ment,

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will hear
the gentleman,

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, re-
gardless of the holding on this point of
order, I want it distinetly understood
that the desire of the Chairman and the
desire of a majority of the committee, I
am sure, is that the record be perfectly
clear as to what is involved in any
amendment that is offered to a bill which
comes out of our committee. We have
prided ourselves throughout the years on
the germaneness of the matters in our
legislation. My point of order, of course,
goes to the germaneness of the Udall
amendment,

First, in order to understand what is
involved, we have to understand what is
in the Udall amendment.

Briefly stated, the Udall amendment
does eight different things.

First. It keeps the substance of the
Kyl amendment, which withdraws all
publie lands and permits the Secretary to
open them on a piecemeal basis.

Second. The Secretary must designate
within 6 months not to exceed 50 million
acres as national interest study areas.

Third. The amendment directs the
Secretary to designate as national study
areas 50 million acres from Pet 4, Ram-
part Power Site Withdrawal, two pre-
viously classified areas, and one proposed
classification, as follows:

Cooper River classification;

Iliamna classification;

Central Brooks Range Area—Pro-
posed.

These 50 million acres are in addition
to the 50 million acres in paragraph 2
of the amendment.

Fourth. Within 5 years the Secretary
must report to Congress how much of the
study areas should be retained for Fed-
eral purposes.

Fifth. Native Corporation selections,
and State selections, within a study area
may not be approved until the with-
drawal is canceled by Congress. Village
selections—the first 18 million acres—
can be patented, but only after a 1 year
delay for planning advice.

Sixth. If native corporations or the
State want land which Congress deter-
mines should be retained, other public
lands shall be made available—by
whom?, where? for alternative selection,
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Seventh. A Temporary Planning Com-
mission is established, with authority to
plan for all land use in Alaska.

All patents to Natives and to the State
will be subject to use limitations con-
tained in the Plan.

Eighth. The provisions of this amend-
ment do not affect the right of the Sec-
retary to grant a pipeline right-of-way.

That is in a new paragraph which the
Udall amendment proposes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not
germane to the legislation which is be-
fore us. May I say, as I make my point,
that there are plenty oZ references, as 1
understand it, in Cannon’s Precedents,
that the purposes of the bill to be deter-
mined from the text of the bill and not
from its title, and so the phrase “and for
other purposes” does not apply in this
instance.

The amendment is not germane for the
following purposes:

First. The bill H.R. 10367 has only one
purpose, which is to settle Native land
claims by extinguishing all Native claims
of aboriginal title, in return for which
the Natives will be granted 40 million
acres of land and $925 million.

Second. The amendment does nof re-
late to the fundamental purpose of the
bill (Cannon's Precedents VIII, 2911). It
establishes a joint Federal-State plan-

ning commission for comprehensive land-
use planning in Alaska, It imposes re-
strictions on the use of land hereafter
patented to the State of Alaska under
the Statehood Act. Both provisions are
completely unrelated to the settlement
of Native land claims. They have noth-
ing to do with the amount of land the
Natives may receive, its location, the
manner of its selection, or its use. The
amendment is in effect a modification
of the provisions of the Statehood Act,
and it has no relevance to Native claims,
because the Statehood Act is not here
before us at this time.

Third. The amendment also limits the
right of the State under the Statehood
Act to select 1ands that are located within
a national interest study area. This pro-
vision has no relevance fo the purpose
of the bill, which is to settle Native land
claims. The amendment relates only to
the right of the State under the State-
hood Act.

Fourth. In addition to being nonger-
mane to the purpose of the bill, the
amendment is not germane to subsec-
tion 9(g), which it amends. Subsection
9(g) withdraws lands in Alaska from the
operation of the public land laws, and
permits the Secretary of the Interior to
reopen the land under the public land
laws under certain circumstances. The
amendment deals with a different sub-
ject. It provides for a withdrawal of pub-
lic lands and for their designation as
national inferest study areas, which areas
are not provided for in the public land
laws, It also provides for a planning
commission, which has nothing to do
with the withdrawal and opening of land
under the public land laws. It also im-
poses limitations on patents issued to
Natives and patents issued to the State
under the Statehood Act, which have
nothing to do with the public land laws.

(5) Subsection 9(g) is a new subsection
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added to the bill by the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. The rule of
germaneness applies to amendments re-
ported by committees (V, 5806), and the
subsection itself might be subject to a
point of order on the ground that it is
not germane to the bill. It is not germane
because it withdraws all unreserved pub-
lic lands in Alaska from appropriation
under the public land laws, but the lan-
guage specifically provides that the with-
drawal does not affect the selection and
patent of land to the Natives. In other
words, it is unrelated fo Native land
claims and applies only to other forms
of appropriation under the public land
laws generally.

The germaneness of subsection 9(g)
was not questioned in the Subcommittee
or Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, and no point of order against it
has been raised. Neither has a point of
order been made against it at this time.
The fact that the subsection as reported
by the committee is not germane, and the
fact that it could be stricken out of the
bill on that ground, if a point of order to
that effect were made at the proper time,
do not make in order a further nonger-
mane amendment to the nongermane
commitiee amendment. I am raising a
point of order only to the Udall-Saylor
amendment to the committee amend-
ment that adds subsection 9(g) to the
bill, The amendment to the amendment
is not germane to the fundamental pur-
pose of the bill, or to the provisions of
subsection 9(g) itself. I am nof raising
any other point of order.

Sixth. Some part of the amendment to
the amendment may be germane to the
fundamental purpose of the bill, but the
combination of germane provisions with
nongermane provisions makes the en-
tire amendment nongermane.

Mr. Chairman, I am indeed sorry that
I have to make this point of order against
an amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona, but the rules of the House
call for germaneness, and we should be
very, very careful as we consider any-
thing that has any appearance of being
nongermane.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arizona desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. UDALL. I do, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be
glad to hear the gentleman.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I regret
that the distinguished chairman of the
committee takes such a narrow view of
the legislation and that the point of order
has been raised.

It is said that the intent of this legisla-
tion is very narrow and that we are going
to settle only native Indian claims, but
the fact of the matter is on the back of
this legislation rides the whole future of
Alaska, not only that part to be given to
the natives in settlement but that part
to be given to the State and the part
which is to be retained by the Federal
Government.

That fact did not go unrecognized by
the committee, and the testimony is
replete with references to land planning
and the future of Alaska and so on. The
bill itself has provisions with regard to
the sale of timber and the assignment of
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mineral rights. It creates a whole new
wildlife refuge or refuges because of
those lost in the process of the native
selection.

If this legislation dealt only with the
lands involved in the settlement of claims
of the Alaskan natives, one would expect
little interest to be shown in this bill by
major industries, conservation organiza-
tions, and other groups. In fact, that is
not the case. The committee report shows
the broad scope of the settlement in-
volved, and I quote a sentence or two
from that report:

The conflicting interests of the natives and
the State In the selections of these lands need
to be reconciled. The discovery of oil on the
North Slope intensified this conflict. A second
factor is the interest of all the people of the
nation in the wise use of the public lands.
This involves a judgment about how much
of the public lands in Alaska should be
transferred into private ownership and how
much should be retained in the public
domain.

That is the way the commitiee de-
scribed it. I believe that statement ac-
curately describes what is at stake.

In this bill we decide on the disposi-
tion of Alaskan lands. It affects every
acre of Alaska in one way or another. I
say that a bill which deals with the dis-
position or the retention of land can deal
in a germane way with conditions of dis-
position and with conditions of retention
and set up planning on those lands and
require the kind of temporary 2zoning
that my amendment deals with.

I will cite a few more provisions. On
page 11, section 6, subsection (j), it pro-
vides that the funds fo be distributed to
the native villages may be withheld until
the village has submitted a plan for the
use of the money to a regional corpora-
tion—a broad and complex mechanism,
itself created by this act. This same sub-
section provides that a regional corpora-
tion may require a village plan to pro-
vide for joint ventures and financing of
projects to benefit the region.

That, Mr, Chairman, is land planning.

While the language does not specifical-
1y refer to land planning, that is clearly
the intent of this subsection.

The chairman refers directly to the
committee amendment or the Kyl
amendment, which I will amend by my
proposal, and says that we ought to take
a look at this. This language was offered
in the committee as a substitute for an
even stronger land planning amendment
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SayLor). No point of or-
der was raised then nor has any been
raised since against the Kyl amendment
here.

The Kyl amendment itself which I
seek to amend places the severest kinds
of restrictions on the use of land by au-
thorizing the withdrawal of all Federal
lands in Alaska after selection under the
terms of this legislation. I do not think
this would happen, but the Kyl amend-
ment would permit and actually provide
for the withdrawal of all land. If you
can withdraw all lands in the State, you
can certainly withdraw something less
than that and put conditions and re-
strictions on that portion involved.

So, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that this
very important amendment is germane
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and that point of order should be over-
ruled.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule.

The bill before the Committee of the
Whole deals with the settlement of claims
by Natives and Native groups in the State
of Alaska. It proposes the settlement of
these claims through a grant of title of
up to 40 million acres of land in addi-
tion to a payment of almost a billion dol-
lars from the Treasury and from receipts
from the leasing or sale of minerals in
the public lands of Alaska.

The lands to be conveyed and which
the Secretary of the Interior is directed
to withdraw from all forms of appro-
priation under the public land laws, are
designated as those surrounding Native
villages, those contiguous thereto, and
those on which a Native claims to have
had a primary residence. These lands are
widely dispersed throughout the State.
The 12 Native regional corporations es-
tablished under the bill encompass the
whole of the State.

The bill also touches on public lands
other than those direetly involved in the
settlement of Native claims.

The rights of land selection granted
the State of Alaska under the Statehood
Act are involved. Timber lands and the
impact of land conveyances on timber
sale contracts are also covered.

The pending committee amendment
withdraws from appropriation under the
public land laws all unreserved public
lands in Alaska. One of the commiftee
amendments already adopted gives the
Secretary of the Interior the authority
to provide, from public lands in the
State other than those withdrawn for
settlement under the bill, replacement
acreage for wildlife refuge lands which
are selected by Natives under the terms
of the bill.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona deals with the same
lands touched on in the bill and commit-
te amendments. It may be more partic-
ular in plan than the pending committee
amendment, but its aim is the same—to
stop all other dispositions of public
lands, other than those involved in the
seltlement of the claims under this bill,
until the Secretary of the Interior de-
termines that certain land classifications
are justified and until a comprehensive
land use plan for the public lands in
Alasks is prepared.

The Chair feels that the amendment,
while more definitive and detailed than
the pending committee amendment, re-
lates to the same idea or purpose im-
plicit in the committee’s approach. The
topics of public land withdrawal, classi-
fication, and land use are already in the
bill and in the committee’s amendments;
and the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona deals with those
concepts.

The Chair holds that the amendment
is germane to the committee amendment
and overrules the point of order.

The gentleman from Arizona is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his
amendment.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, let me re-
peat what I said yesterday. I do not be-
lieve we have ever had in my 10 years
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here a more important conservation is-
sue than the one posed by this amend-
ment.

I think we should all know what we
are doing and understand it because I be-
lieve we will do a great disservice to fu-
ture generations unless we do something
here and now.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about
an area that is as big as four Californias,
more than twice as big as the State of
Texas.

We are proposing under the commit-
tee bill to turn loose the development of
that land without any orderly plan at all
and in a manner that I am afraid fu-
ture generations will hold us to account.

Mr, Chairman, in 1958 we created this
new State and when we did that we said,
“You ought to have a land base.”

So, we gave them the right to carve out
104 million acres of land. This is an
amount equal to all of California. This
is the land grant which we gave Alaska.

The Natives said, after a year or two,
“This is unfair; we want land for our-
selves; we own Alaska too. So, a few years
ago the Secretary of Interior put a freeze
on Alaska and said,

Alaska State cannot go ahead with its se-
election until we do justice to the Natives.

The freeze stopped development and
cast a cloud over Alaska's future. So, we
have had before our committee for sev-
eral years proposed settlements of the
Alaska Native claims so that we could cut
free Alaska and let development go for-
ward.

And, finally this year, we came out
with a bill guaranteeing that develop-
ment. We settle with the Native in this
bill, We give them a settlement that is
generous beyond anything in our history.
We say, “You are getting 40 million acres
of land.” That is more than a square
mile for every native Alaskan—man,
woman, and child. In other words, “We
will give it to you in two segments. First,
you will select around your villages in
the next 5 years up to 18 million acres.”
This is the first chunk of land. These
will be Native lands around the villages.
My amendment does not touch that or
affect it in any way. That comes ahead
of anything else. So, the Nztives will
select their own land.

But then we say to the State of Alaska,
in the committee bill, you have got un-
til 1984 to paw over other portions of
the State, and look up and down every
valley and pick out the rest of those
104 million acres. And they have got
about 90 million acres to go. And if I
were the Alaskan State government I
would pick out the lands with oil and
minerals and the most valuable beautiful
valleys, and all the delightful places
there are in that State. Then when the
State gets through in 1982 under the
committee bill we say to the Natives,
now you can go back and get your other
22 million acres. But there will not be
much left to choose from in that situa-
tion for the Natives, because they will
be picking up all the tundra and the
mountaintops, and the glaciers, and
whatever the State of Alaska has left
them.

It is not really a scheme that is or-
derly, or that is sound. And that is the

37079

kind of thing that we would not want
to tell the next generation that we have
done. The fact is we have done nothing
to provide an orderly plan for this great
State.

And so what I propose is twofold. I
propose that we pump some kind of an
orderly development procedure into this
Native land settlement and into this set-
tlement we made with the Alaskan State
government 13 years ago. My amend-
ment first says to the Natives, you come
first, we present you these village lands,
and you pick out 18 million acres
around the villages, and we will stand
back while you do this. Then the Fed-
eral Government comes in on bhehalf of
208 million people at this point, and
within the next 6 months Secretary
Morton—and we know who will be do-
ing it because it has to be done within
6 months—he will look over all of the
remaining acres in Alaska, and come up
with 50 million acres—he does not have
to pick 50 million acres—but up to a
ceiling of 50 million acres, and he can
then say that these are the lands that
the Congress may want to set aside for
the future of the people of the United
States for great national parks, and sim-
ilar national interest uses.

He can pick the Brooks Range, or the
beautiful St. Elias mountains along the
Canadian border, he can pick the Cop-
per River, that is one of the most beau-
tiful rivers in the world. And he will
say, just a minute, you cannot select,
either the Natives or the State, or the
Natives in the second round, until Con-
gress decides whether our national in-
terests require that some of these lands
be saved for future generations. That
is what the amendment does.

Second, it sets up a land planning
commission for the State of Alaska, it
is Federal-State. The Governor of Alaska
and six other Alaskans, and seven Fed-
eral people, including the Secretary of
the Interior, and it says to that group
you had better come up with a land plan
for Alaska, and it says to that group
and it says to the natives and to the State
that when you make a selection you have
got to lay before that Land PIann‘lng
Commission for 90 days your selection,
and let them see what kind of a selec-
tion you have made, and to comment on
your proposed use for that selection, and
see whether it is consistent with a sensi-
ble land plan for the State.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. UpALL was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. UDALL. The final decision is left,
however, in the hands of the natives, and
the State. If they have made a selection
and the planning commission says you
should not have made if, they may none-
theless make it. We give the natives the
right to go ahead and keep whatever
land they will select in this first round,
and we give the State the right to go
and select anything they want so long
as it is not part of this 50 million acres
of national-interest land. My amendment
would permit the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to designate that land. And let me
say also that there is another 50 million
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acres of Federal-interest land in my
amendment, but those are lands which
are already withdrawn, those are lands
which the natives cannot get on their
second round of selections in any event.

So what we are saying by the amend-
ment is that we are going to have the
Federal-interest and the national-inter-
est lands studied, with the Congress of
the United States making the final de-
cision.

What I do not want to happen is to
have my grandchildren or future gen-
erations ask how we could let this
happen.

If my amendment fails I fear that 10
or 15 years from now we will be buying
some of this back for national parks, and
wildlife refuges, and scenic rivers, the
way we have had to do in some of the
other States. I wonder sometimes if we
have learned nothing from the history
of our use or abuse of the land in the
original 48 States.

So if you are for this amendment, and
if you are for conservation, you are not
against the Natives. It does not short
them by 1 hour or $1 or deprive
them of an acre. It is not against the
State of Alaska and it does not deprive
Alaska of an acre.

In addition to the settlement we get
with the Natives and in addition to the
settlement we get with the State, we pro-
pose to make a settlement with the people
of the other 49 States and for the future
generations. That is what my amend-
ment is intending to do and I hope it will
be supported.

Mr. ASPINALL, Since you have said
that those who would be in favor of your
amendment, you consider as conserva-
tionists; would you go further now and
say that those who oppose your amend-
ment at this time are not conserva-
tionists?

Mr. UDALL. No, the gentleman from
Colorado is one of the foremost conser-
vationists in this Nation. He knows I
know that and that I believe that and I
did not intend to state anything of the
kind.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
is agreed to. Members can be for it and
be for the pipeline. We are going to clar-
ify that. You can be for it and be for the
Natives because they are going to get
everything they can get under the com-
mittee bill and you can be for it and
support it and believe in the develop-
ment of Alaska.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Can the gentleman
identify any Native group who backs the
gentleman when he says that you can be
for it and be for the Natives?

Mr. UDALL. No, I do not know any
group, but I do know a lot of individual
Natives who see what is happening in
other States and who will tell you pri-
vately that they are for the amendment.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CEDERBERG TO THE

BSUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR,

UDALL

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the substitute
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CEDERBERG to
the substitute amendment offered by Mr.
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UparL: Page 1, line 17 of the amendment,
strike out “withdrawal,”, and insert the fol-
lowing: "“withdrawal, including lands within
the utility and transportation corridor which
are described in the notice of proposed
modification of classification of lands for
multiple use management (serial numbers
AA2TTS and F-955) and the notice of pro-
posed classification of lands for multiple use
management (F-12423) published in the
Federal Reglster on January 1, 1970 (35 F.R.
16-17), as corrected on February 4, 1970 (35
F.R. 2537) ."

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to clarify,
beyond any further speculation or doubt,
the fact that the Udall-Saylor amend-
ment shall, if approved by this body to-
day—as I hope it will be—have no ef-
fect whatever on the proposal to build
a trans-Alaska pipeline to remove the oil
on Alaska’s North Slope.

My clarifying amendment is very sim-
ple. It simply elaborates and reaffirms
what is already in the Udall-Saylor lan-
guage: the fact that the authority of the
Secretary of the Interior to grant permits
and rights-of-way, as for this proposed
pipeline, shall in no way be affected, in-
terfered with, delayed, or prejudiced by
adoption of this amendment and the
withdrawals of public lands which it au-
thorizes.

Paragraph (2) of the pending Udall-
Saylor amendment specifies, at present,
that the authority of the Secretary of
the Interior to grant “leases, permits,
rights-of-way, or easements shall not be
impaired by the withdrawal” of lands
pursuant to the amendment. That really
is as clear and unequivocal as it needs to
be: Permits—such as the permit for con-
struction of the trans-Alaska pipeline—
and rights-of-way—such as the right-of-
way for the pipeline and its associated
projects, including a construction haul-
road—these permits and rights-of-way
are issued under the authority available
to the Secretary and that authority will
not be touched by this amendment.

The clarifying amendment I propose
simply makes this point even more ex-

* plicit and firm. It amends paragraph

(2), as I have already quoted, to specify
that the reference to permits and rights-
of-way which “shall not be impaired”
shall include “lands within the utility
and transportation corridor” which is
essentially the route of the proposed
pipeline, as the corridor is legally de-
scribed in the Federal Register in Jan-
uary of 1970.

Mr. Chairman, I offer this clarifying
amendment as a Member very much con-
cerned with this legislation. I confess
that I have serious reservations regard-
ing this legislation. I would be even more
concerned if my clarifying amendment
was not adopted. I am a supporter of the
trans-Alaska pipeline. I believe that oil
is needed. I believe it must be moved. 1
hope the pipeline can be constructed and
in service at the earliest possible date.

But, I say to my colleagues, all of that
has nothing whatever to do with the
business we have been debating here
yvesterday and the amendment now
pending, offered by my colleagues from
Pennsylvania and Arizona.

I will say it again: the Alaska Native
claims bill, in and of itself, has nothing
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to do with the pipeline issue. Settlement
of the claims does aid in resolving some
problems now blocking the pipeline,
principally the suit filed by the Alaska
Natives of Stevens Village. But no land
withdrawals in this bill have anything
to do with the pipeline, as I am sure the
managers for the bill will certify.

Nor, and I can be equally emphatic on
this point, does the Udall-Saylor amend-
ment have any impact on the pipeline
routing or the decision now facing the
Secretary of the Interior. My clarify-
ing amendment is offered at this time
simply to reafirm and further clarify
this point and to thereby reassure my
colleagues who share my support for
the pipeline project that they can vote
for this pending amendment without
concern on that score.

In recent days, your offices and mine
have received communications, charging
that conservationists seek to defeat this
legislation, and, in some undefined way,
that this amendment is a disguised ef-
fort to block the trans-Alaska pipeline.
Well, my friend the distinguished gentle-
man from Pennsylvania and the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona rank
high as conservationists in this body, and
I know that is not their intent on this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I am for the trans-
Alaskan pipeline. I understand that dur-
ing the consideration and mark-up of
this bill in the full Interior Committee,
they voted on a strong land planning
amendment offered by these same two
members. That amendment failed. How-
ever, had it prevailed, I was prepared to
offer an amendment which would have
specified that the pipeline would not
have been affected by that planning
mechanism.

Now we have the Udall-Saylor amend-
ment before us, a fall-back from the
amendment defeated in committee by a
vote of 10 to 26. I am supporting the
Udall-Saylor amendment because I be-
lieve it is essential to protect nationally
significant lands in Alaska and to pro-
vide interim provisions for sound land-
use planning. The committee bill does
not measure up on those points and this
amendment will improve it distinectly.

I am offering this clarifying amend-
ment both fo make my own position per-
fectly clear and to give additional as-
surances to my colleagues that the pipe-
line is an entirely separate matter, un-
affected by the proposal before us now.
I urge your support for my clarifying
amendment and for the Udall-Saylor
amendment now pending.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday in general
debate statements were made that indi-
cated that the Udall amendment was a
devious way by which the pipeline would
be blocked in harvesting oil from the
North Slope of Alaska.

Other assurances were made, and by
the distinguished gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. Uparn) that his amendment
would not in any way, shape, or form
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impede or impair or delay or restrain
the proposed pipeline.

I think this is a good amendment that
will clarify the issue. I hope it will have
the support of the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr, Uparr) because I think then
a lot of us could wholeheartedly join in
supporting his amendment.

Mr. CEDERBERG. The purpose of this
amendment is to do just exactly that.

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. UDALL. If I had my druthers, I
would slow down the pipeline. I think we
are going to get the resources out some-
time, but I am not convinced we have
to do it right now, or by this specific
means.

I am not really satisfled that we have
all the answers, but I suspect this pipe-
line is going to be built.

This amendment makes clear beyond
any doubt that there is no pipeline
issue involved.

I hope we can get this thing taken out
of contention.

I suspect one of these days after the
pipeline is built when one of these super-
tankers runs on the rocks on the Pacific
coast, the gentlemen from Washington
will regret maybe having supported it.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I appreciate the
remarks of the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. I am interested in the
concern that the gentleman from Ari-
zona has shown for a tanker going on
the rocks. But I point out that I had the
same concern when he was trying to fill
the Grand Canyon with water, and I can
only say that I respect him and I hope
he respects me.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Although oil and
water do not mix, maybe we can get
together now on this proposal.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SAYLOR. I wish to take this op-
portunity to congratulate the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CEpErBERG) for hav-
ing offered his amendment. When he
came to me yesterday we discussed the
proposed Udall-Saylor amendment. He
wanted to know whether there was any
assurance that the amendment would
not interfere with the pipeline. I told
him that it was our firm intention that
it would not, and that I had an amend-
ment drafted that I would show to him
which would guarantee that the Secre-
tary would not be able to stop the pipe-
line. He said he would be only too happy
to offer it. I commend him for having
taken this action.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I appreciate the re-
marks of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. I think it would be very disas-
trous to have a resource such as we have
in Alaska and not be able to get that
resource to the market in the most eco-
nomical and feasible way possible. I am
confident that the kind of pipeline which
will be built will be a pipeline that will
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have been determined to be in the best
interests of all the people in Alaska.

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. D ACK. I should like to
ask the gentleman this question: There
are those, Mr. CEDERBERG, who are anx-
ious that we get the oil from the North
Slope and feel that the ways to do so
should be explored. There is nothing
whatsoever in your amendment or in the
Udall amendment which would block
that?

Mr. CEDERBERG. Not at all, abso-
Iutely not.

Mr. DELLENBACK. So while your
amendment makes clear that if the Sec-
retary, after full and thorough study,
decides that a pipeline should be the way
selected, it will not be blocked by the
amendment which the gentleman has
offered. There is no mandate in either
your amendment or the Udall amend-
ment that the pipeline must be the way
to take out the oil?

Mr. CEDERBERG, That is exactly cor-
rect.

Mr. DELLENBACEK. So what this is is
an attempt to make sure that if the re-
sources of the North Slope should be de-
veloped, the Secretary will be free, after
full study and planning, to do it in the
way he considers best; is that correct?

Mr. CEDERBERG. That is correct.

Mr. DINGELL, Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. I should like to ask my
friend from Michigan whether or not the
amendment would in any way affect pro-
ceedings in court that are now under
way dealing with an interpretation of
that statute so far as pipelines are con-
cerned?

Mr. CEDERBERG. It would not in any
way.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank my good friend.
I think it is a good amendment and
should be adopted.

Mr, STEIGER of Arizona, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Myr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I think, as one
of the more vocal screamers in opposi-
tion to the Udall-Saylor amendment on
the basis that it was a subterfuge to in-
terfere with the pipeline, I should like to
render my endorsement of the gentle-
man's amendment and hope that my col-
leagues will accept it in the spirit in
which it was offered.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I thank the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. ASPINALL, Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Colorado is recognized.

Mr. ASPINALL, Mr, Chairman, I find
myself in a rather difficult position be-
cause I have been one of those who have
felt that the resources of the northern
part of Alaska should be placed in our
economic stream whenever it was the
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right time to do so. I have also stated
on this floor during the discussion of
this particular legislation that I did not
consider that oil was a part of this legis-
lation. I took umbrage yesterday when
the suggestion was made by one of my
colleagues that those of us who spon-
sored the bill were speaking for oil in-
terests.

Now, today, I find that an amendment
has been offered apparently in order to
gain support for the Udall amendment
making it plain—and I think this in
full order—that the harvesting, the
taking of the oil from the North Slope
of Alaska, will not be hindered by what-
ever we do in this legislation.

But, Mr. Chairman, this should not be
a part of this bill. It has never been con-
sidered a part of the legislature, wheth-
er or not we harvest oil, or whether or
not we have a pipeline, or whether or
not we carry that oil by tanker.

This is something for the future to
take care of, just the same as the plan-
ning for the State of Alaska is some-
thing for the future, to be taken care
of just as for any other State. Why we
at this time, as Members of Congress,
should settle for Alaska, let alone our
own States, not including that Alaska
is a sister State, but that we take notice
of Alaska for planning that we do not
have in our own States at the present
time as a Federal responsibility—I can-
not for the life of me figure it out.

This amendment should be defeated
and the Udall amendment should be de-
feated. They are not in order at this
time in the discussion of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, I
want to get this matter on the Reconp,
because we have before us here an ex-
ample of how far afield we go in the so-
called interest of the environment. The
gentleman from Arizona said a moment
ago that probably the adoption of his
substifute with the amendment of the
gentleman from Michigan would assure
that a pipeline would be built. He has
also said on at least two occasions here
that this is the important conservation
issue of the century.

Now, how in Heaven’s name, do we in-
terpret these two things as being con-
sistent? What has happened to all the
environmental arguments concerning the
pipeline? How do we suddenly justify the
construction of a pipeline as part of a
great constructive conservation proce-
dure?

I think it illustrates, Mr. Chairman, as
I said before, the unusual procedures that
we have in the name of environmental
conftrol.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
correct the gentleman, I think I said,
and I certainly will correct my remarks
accordingly, that this is one of the great
conservation issues of the decade. I think
I know the difference between a decade
and a century.

Mr. KYL. So be it.

Mr. UDALL. Maybe my oratory was
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overblown in any event, but I did not
want to be further off the mark than I
might have been,

What I wanted to do was to have peo-
ple consider my amendment on its merits
and not on the basis of whether or not
it affects the construction of the pipeline.
I am against the construction of the
pipeline now. I would like to set aside
that issue, to see if it can be settled in
some other way at some other time in an
orderly manner. What I would like to
do is to set this issue aside and consider
these issues separately. .

Mr. KYL. I am sorry if I misquoted
the gentleman from Arizona or in any
way impugned his motives or injured his
conservation stature. I do not want the
gentleman’s amendment to be considered
under a cloud either. I hope it is thor-
oughly debated, because it cannot stand
on its merits.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is not inferring it is not pos-
sible to have a pipeline and have con-
servation in the area, is he?

Mr, KYL. The gentleman’s statement
is far afield from what I suggested.

Ever since someone first suggested a
pipeline, this, in itself, was considered a
great environmental issue, and now to
indicate that this amendment is in the
interest of conservation and that it will
probably help to build a pipeline is an in-
congruous thing and shows the difficul-
ties encountered here.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, if

the gentleman will yield further, I never
said it would build the pipeline. The pipe-
line will have to stand all the environ-
mental tests it did before. All we want
to be sure of is that it still has that op-
portunity.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman has put
words in my mouth. I indicated I did not
impugn the conservation character or
anything of the gentleman from Michi-
gan.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, & parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, is it the Chair’s intention after
calling for the vote on the Cederberg
amendment to the Udall substitute, that
we then vote immediately on the Udall
substitute or not, or will there be some
time for discussion in between?

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will in-
form the gentleman that will depend
on whether other amendments are of-
fered to the substitute. If so, the gentle-
man’s statement would be correct.

Mr, ASPINALL, Mr. Chairman, would
a motion to strike the necessary number
of words be in order?

The CHAIRMAN. A motion to strike
the necessary number of words would
then be in order.

Mr. DELLENBACE. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr, Chsirman, I find this difficult, be-
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cause I have such extremely high regard
for the gentleman from Colorado who is
the chairman of the committee, who has
expresscd his opinion on this matter, as
I do for the gentleman from Iowa, who
also spoke. I rise, however, to support
the Cederberg proposal, because it is my
own feeling, after a discussion of this
problem, that his effort indeed is not to
put through the pipeline but to lay to
rest the question of whether that is a
factor in this matter. It seems to me that
should be set aside, so that we can face
squarely the Udall-Saylor amendment
per se.

I believe the motion of the gentleman
from Michigan does exactly that, and I
hope it will be agreed to. It is my feeling
then we can face squarely the Udall-
Saylor amendment. That would be de-
sirable, because we will have moved
completely aside the question of the de-
velopment of the North Slope, which I
personally feel should be developed and
which would then be possible.

Mr. Chairman, there has been much
speculation that the Udall-Saylor
amendment to the Alaskan Native claims
settlement bill is designed to block re-
moval of oil from the North Slope of
Alaska.

As a cosponsor of this amendment, I
would like to make clear that the amend-
ment as presently written is in no way
designed to, nor would it in any way
serve to, impede the removal, after proper
approval, of oil from the North Slope,
whether by way of the so-called Alaska
pipeline or otherwise.

During the consideration and markup
of the bill in the full Interior Committee,
we voted on a land-use planning amend-
ment offered by Mr, SavrLor and Mr,
UpaLr. That amendment failed. However,
had it prevailed, I was prepared to offer
an amendment which would have speci-
fied that the removal of o¢il from the
North Slope would not have been im-
peded in any way whatsoever by that
planning mechanism, if the Secretary of
the Interior decided that the oil should
be removed under a plan specifically ap-
proved by him.

The Udall-Saylor amendment cur-
rently before us authorizes the Secre-
tary to issue leases, permits, rights-of-
way, or easements necessary to enable
the oil to be transported from the North
Slope.

Mr. CEpERBERG is offering an amend-
ment to the amendment which serves to
make explicit that the route of the pre-
viously proposed pipeline is to be ineluded
within those withdrawn lands which
would be subject to the authority of the
Secretary to grant necessary leases, per-
mits, rights-of-way, or easements.

While I personally believe that this
amendment to the amendment is un-
necessary, because the present language
of the Udall-Saylor amendment makes
permissible the construction of the
Alaska pipeline if it is authorized by
the Secretary, I support Mr. CEDERBERG’S
amendment, because it will lay to*rest
the doubts of those who fear that the
Udall-Saylor amendment is designed to
stop the Alaska pipeline.
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I certainly do not feel that the North
Slope oil must be transported out of
Alaska at any cost. But there is a vital
need for the revenues that the sale of
North Slope oil would provide. These
funds are crucial in providing the eco-
nomic and social development which the
Natives and the State so desperately re-
quire.

The Udall-Saylor amendment, in both
its current form and as it would be
amended by Mr. CEDERBERG'S proposal,
provides for removal of the oil from the
North Slope, if the Secretary concludes
that such removal is proper. The current
research being carried on by the Depart-
ment of the Interior is one of the most
extensive feasibility studies ever engaged
in by any Federal agency. This study will
either authorize transport of the oil from
the North Slope by one of a number of
alternative methods and routes, or it will
veto the issuance of any permit, because
of the adverse environmental impact in-
volved.

If the Secretary feels that the oil
should be removed, if he feels that, on
the basis of the extensive research being
done, the oil can be removed safely, with
the fullest protection of this tremen-
dously fragile area, then the oil very
definitely should be transported out of
the North Slope. The crying needs of
both Natives and Alaskans demand the
revenues that this rich resource can
provide.

The Udall-Saylor amendment provides
for such removal and should not be
denied passage on the basis that it at-
tempts to block the removal of oil from
the North Slope. It should provide and
does provide, however, that such removal
will be undertaken only if all the safe-
guards which the Secretary of Interior
requires can be met.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Udall-Saylor amendment, which I was
pleased to cosponsor. This amendment
is the means by which we can carry out
our responsibility as stewards of the pub-
lic interest while in no way infringing
upon or prejudicing the rights of the
native people of Alaska or of the State.

Much has been said in recent days
about the urgency of this Native claims
settlement bill. I share that sense of
urgency, and I am for this legislation.
But that does not lessen my concern for
the public interest in those parts of
Alaska that should be saved for all the
people as a part of this Nation's lasting
heritage of natural beauty, open space,
and natural treasures.

Can we feel any confidence that this
broad public interest is protected in the
committee bill? I am afraid not, for it is
entirely silent on this this issue, and on
the equally crucial issue of interim land
planning for .Alaska. While provisions
for both these concerns are in the com-
panion Native claims bill pending in the
other body, our committee has not seen
fit to give them any special attention
whatsoever.

This oversight cannot be permitted to
continue. We cannot ignore the interest
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of the 208 million landlords of this great
Federal domain in Alaska.

The Udall-Saylor amendment, as I
study it, s a wholly reasonable, well-
balanced, and distinetly limited provision.
It does the crucial job of working the
public interest into the committee bill.
And it does this without jeopardizing the
Native settlement in any way. It would
simply say that those areas of obvious
national interest are to be given interim
protection—not interfering with Native
village selections—until Congress can
consider recommendations from the
Secretary of the Interior as to their
wisest permanent disposition. We had
no such opportunity to use foresight
when much of the rest of this Nation
was settled and developed. My colleagues
well remember that several years ago
we established the Redwoods National
Park in California. We provided some-
thing in the range of $100 million from
the land-water conservation fund to buy
that land—and this was certainly neces-
sary. But let me just point out that virtu-
ally all of that land was once federally
owned. Someone gave it away to private
interests years ago, so that when the
American people finally recognized its
value, and the need for a great national
park to protect this magnificent environ-
ment, they had to pay millions and mil-
lions of their public funds to buy it back.

‘Well, now we are more enlightened. We
know, with certainty, that in several mil-
lions of acres of Federal land in Alaska
there exists a number of important areas
vet to be given definitive status and pro-
tection as national parks, wildlife refuges,
wilderness areas, and wild and scenic
rivers designations. Under the commit-
tee bill, those lands can be selected away
from Federal ownership, both by Native
regional corporations and by the State of
Alaska.

Does this make any sense? I fail to see
how. I do not argue that we should pre-
empt Native selections or State selections
in these special areas, I just do not
know. And not knowing, I am unwilling to
be party to a decision today that simply
throws this matter, which so clearly
jeopardizes the public interest, up in the
air.

It should be well understood that this
amendment does not assert a Federal
priority for these lands. Both the State
and the Natives can press a claim within
these areas, but the ultimate decision as
to giving them patent to such a claim
is simply held in abeyance until the rela-
tive priority and interests of their selec-
tion and the public interest can be
weighed and decided. This is sensible.
This prejudices neither interest, but gives
us a balanced procedure that we can be
confident will work in the interests of
everyone concerned. And, of course, tens
of millions of acres of Federal lands in
Alaska will not be designated as special,
national interest areas, so this conflict
will not come up. In fact, we can assert
that there will be little occasion for con-
flict between Native regional corporation
selections and those of the public in-
terest we seek to protect.

Mr. Chairman, the other element of
this amendment is the machinery for
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land planning in Alaska. This is wholly
an interim provision to meet the desper-
ate need for advance planning and land
use guidance in the immediate future,
while the Federal domain is being trans-
ferred to other interests, but before sound
local and statewide planning can be put
into effect. This is what the State legis-
lature has already set up, as I read their
May 21, 1971, act signed by Governor
Egan. They have urged us in the Congress
to do our part in getting the joint com-
mission underway. That is what this
amendment will do.

These two elements are the total sub-
stance of this amendment. It is straight-
forward and as simple as it can be. Our
duty is clear. We must choose to work the
public interest into this bill. I, therefore,
urge my colleagues to join me in support
for the Udall-Saylor amendment.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

I wish to strongly support the Udall
amendment.

It has been said that the saddest
words of song or pen are those four
words “It might have been.”

If ever, from the planning point of
view, there are sad, futile words, it is
the words “planning can wait until to-
morrow.”

‘We have found out that if planming
does not go on today, when land is avail-
able at reasonable prices, particularly
when we have a fortuitous circumstance
of it being in the public domain, plan-
ning does not go forward tomorrow.

If the Members want proof, come up
to look at Nassau County.

If the Members want proof, go to Los
Angeles and look at Los Angeles County.

Look at the megalopolitan explosion on
the east coast, from Portland, Maine, to
Richmond, Va. There they will find a
horrifying example of the past century,
again where people said we could have
planning tomorrow.

Frederick Law Olmstead, the great
landscape architect, advocated that we
take perhaps 100 acres beyond the pe-
riphery of the city and make a park.
This was characterized as “Olmstead’s
Folly.” Yet today who would doubt the
wisdom of Frederick Law Olmstead who
advocated and fought for the creation of
what became Central Park in midtown
New York.

Who would say today there would be
the remotest possibility of creating any
urban park in New York City, after the
explosion of urbanization we have seen in
the past decade and the accompanying
geometric explosion of land prices?

With all of the problems we have had
on urban renewal with respect to land
use—industrial or cultural—where have
we seen the use of land clearance in a
central city for park land or general rec-
reation space? The reason is perfectly
obvious. Every Member in this Chamber
knows the fantastic explosion and esca-
lation of land values. It is impossible, in
today's society, to clear land in a central
city and devote it to open space.

I say we cannot wait for planning un-
til tomorrow. While this land is still
under Government control, under the
control of this great body, we can

37083

achieve a noble purpose by planning for
tomorrow today, while the land is avail-
able at very reasonable prices.

I urge support of the amendment.

Mr, KYL., Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, SCHEUER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman asks, where
would we do this? The gentleman per-
haps would be interested in the fact that
the State of Alaska has created around
its biggest city a 500,000-acre State park,
at the city of Anchorage.

In the case of Haines it is 2,900 acres.

As a matter of fact, the State of
Alaska, in its selection of lands, has in-
cluded 15 percent of its lands in State
parks.

There is a pretty good answer to the
gentleman,

Mr. SCHEUER. I agree it is a good
start. We can take a further giant step
by supporting the Udall amendment to-
day.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. CEDERBERG) to
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UpALL).

The amendment to the substitute
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, over the past few days,
the Udall-Saylor amendment has been
exposed to a full round of debate and a
great many misstatements of fact. I note
that in the past day or so, nearly all of
the material advocating the amendment
has been cast within the last few months
in terms of what the amendment will
not do.

This is very fine, but it conceals the
real impact of the amendment on the
Natives of Alaska and the State of Alas-
ka. It is very much like telling a man
who has cancer that he will not die of a
heart attack.

The following is a statement of what
the bill will do. Would you be willing to
have it done to your own State?

First. The amendment designates 130
million acres in Alaska—over one-third
of the State—in a new designation called
public interest study lands. None of these
lands ean then be selected by the State
for 5 years under its hard-won statehood
land rights without a new approval by
Congress. In effect, this entire 130 mil-
lion acres, or a large part of it, will sim-
ply be ultimately lost to the State and
unavailable for selection.

Second. Under the present bill, the
Alaska Natives get an initial selection of
approximately 18 million acres and the
remaining 22 million acres after the State
finishes its selections in 1983, If this
amendment is passed, the Natives will
also be selecting after 130 million Feder-
al acres are taken, This means that, after
working out all the land that is selected
prior to the Natives’ last selection, only
33 to 40 million acres will be left from
which to choose 22 million. By definition,
the 130 million will be prime land. If the
amendment fails, the Natives will be able
to select their 22 million from approxi-
mately 166 million acres. Gentlemen, I
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think you can see why the Natives oppose
this amendment so strongly.

Third. The amendment establishes a
land planning and land designation sys-
tem which is said to match a system es-
tablished by the State of Alaska. In fact,
it goes much further than anything the
State has done or intended to do. It is
true that Alaska has a strong record in
the area of land planning, and in the last
legislature passed a very responsible land
planning act. But no State could or
should agree to the federally dominated
nature of the Saylor-Udsall amendment.
The opposition of the State by Governor
Egan has been communicated to all
Members.

Fourth. The amendment creates a sys-
tem of bureaucratic complexity involving
several levels of administrative action, a
complex State-Federal relationship, and
grounds for judicial review. And, it does
so without the benefit of a single day of
committee action or deliberation.

Fifth. The amendment impedes the
economic recovery of a State which has
been for some years in a state of near
depression. The Alaska Natives will be
among those who suffer most from the
continued economic slump. The fact is
that the amendment subjects all State
land selections to 5 more years of doubt
and congressional approval. In the name
of planning, the State will be prevented
from planning.

All these things the amendment will do,
and they would, in my opinion, be intoler-
able to any Member in his own State.
Nevertheless, this amendment is being
pressed to apply to a single State, as a
part of a bill for a separate purpose, and
without consideration to other more
deliberate work already underway in this
Chamber, Incredibly, one-third of Alas-
ka’s land is being again withheld, and
Native rights are not subordinated, if not
delayed. I would remind all Members that
the State from which one-third of ifs
land is to-be redesignated is already a
State which contains 65 percent of this
Nation’s national wildlife refuges, and 31
percent of this Nation’s national parks.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment can be
characterized very simply. It is an
amendment grounded in sound environ-
mental philosophy and commitment, but
it is an amendment which is roughhewn
and inequitable in its execution, one
which thoughtlessly ignores other crucial
responsibilities. For these reasons, the
Natives of the State of Alaska oppose, the
State of Alaska itself opposes, and I op-
pose it. I urge you again to make the
Eskimos, Indians, and Aleuts of Alaska
your first priority today. They have
waited a very long time.

Mr. KEYL. Will the gentleman yield on
that point?

Mr. BEGICH. I yield to the genfleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. This amendment calls for
hearings not only in Alaska on these
matters but in States outside of Alaska
for the public view of what happens in
the State of Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Yes. I might add that if
the State does not abide by the decision,
or if the Natives do not abide by the de-
cision in this bill as it is contemplated
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by the commission, the commission can
go to the U.S. Distriet Court or to the
Department of Justice to seek orders to
insure compliance with land-use plan-
ning recommendations. That is the
sanction of the commission, and it is a
real Imitation of Natives rights.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me go back to
a basic point. What is assumed in this
amendment? It is assumed that the State
of Alaska does not do any planning, That
is what is assumed here. I think this
State has a tremendous record already
in the field of land-use planning, We
have in our Constitution a requirement
that we must have land-use planning. We
have this imbedded in our laws so that
we cannot give one piece of land away
until it is classified and its use is com-
patible with the State and planning ob-
jectives. We are working with the Fed-
eral Government now. We have exhaus-
tive agreements worked out with the Fed-
eral Government and the Department of
the Interior for the North Slope, and we
are working on a cooperative plan at the
present time, Alaska does not deserve this
restrictive Federal legislation to inter-
fere with the State and neither do the
Natives.

I think it is important to note, as we
look at the amendment, that it really
places the Native in a secondary position.
The Native gets the crumbs that are left,
very frankly. After all the selections of
the State, after all the selections of the
Federal Government, the Natives will get
what is left over. The Udall-Saylor
amendment makes what is left over al-
most meaningless.

Finally, Alaska has established in its
government a Department of Environ-
ment and Conservation. It was passed
this past year, and it is unique; a credit
to any State.

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman
from Iowa talks about the fact that we
have a 500,000-acre park within 7 min-
utes drive of downtown Anchorage, he is
correct. We have done likewise with other
areas. Almost 15 percent of the land of
Alaska, and which Alaska has patented
up to this time, has been put back into
parks and recreation, because many
Alaskans left the other States, the lower
49 States, not because we did not fully
appreciate those States and their virtues,
but because we recognized that we could
enjoy a better environment and quality
of life where we could have clean air,
clean streams, and protect our environ-
ment. I assure you, Alaskans have re-
alized and assumed that responsibility.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alaska has expired.

(By unanimous consent (at the re-
quest of Mr. WaITE) Mr. BEGICH was al-
lotvgt)i to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I shall
conclude and then shall be glad to yield.

Mr. Chairman, if Alaska were not
doing the right thing in land-use plan-
ning, and if it did not have a strong
water control act law, if we did not have
an act to protect waterborne oil ship-
ments, then it would be another story.
If we did not do the proper job of land-
use planning, then I would say to you to
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amend this act. But Alaska’s doing a
creditable job, a job recognized by some
of the top conservationists in this coun-
try as a quality performance,.

Mr., WHITE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGICH. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. In the event the with-
drawal should fail and the Secretary of
Interior desired certain lands for the use
and benefit of all the people of this coun-
try, is there not a mechanism for the
Secretary to obtain this land without
any great involvement?

Mr. BEGICH., Yes, The same laws that
pertain now would apply. As you well
kn